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ind D nd defi and du \ S 4 ed behalf of 
the Commonwealth of i by its Gover1 I e first day of July, one 
thousand nine hundred and thirty-one, and on behalf of the State of New Je sey 


by the New ate Bridge Commissio! 


of July, one thousand nine hundred and thirty-one nd which was consented to 
by the Congress of the United States by Public Resolution Number Twe1 SIX 
being chapter two | dred fifty-eight of the Public Laws, Seventy-second Con 
ess approved the rteenth day of June ( e on f ing 
I Wo . ! l uppiel ented b add heret t t pat hereof, 
f Ow Arti XII thereof, a new article ! 
" I I XII 

+e d er public purposes p ers and 
nferre Dp t, and not in limitatior f ng the 
] sior f v her article hereof, the Ds R J ( n by 

whatever name said minissic may be des ed t t 
t I d purpose 1 it shall 1 e the pow a uate, the on 
rnetion, operation and maintenance of a bridge f hic r trafl tC! the 
Delaware river, between a point or points within a one-mile 1 Morgan 
treet and Broadway in the city of Camden. Né jersey points 





W Uregon ave! e 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, with such app. hes there nd chy on 
nec I be ecessary or desirable, or ) 1 funnel or 
Innel vel I ( nae the Delaw ( eel I OINTS 
withir ym ile dius of Morgan street 1 Bro va n tl \ f det 
New Jersey and a D or points within a ( ( ! Oregon venue 
and Swanson stree n the cit f Philadelphia, | I witl cl 
proa S thereto ane hway connections as n ne Sal r desirable 
i” Fy thy eff. u n of nv if it yur? S th ah his ' ‘ he 
eommi ; is herel erranted naddition to ar ‘ powel el ‘ re or here 
fte ranted to it. 7 ! | thority to } e il me bv } ise or 
ot rwis on sue é . d ndi = d I deem 
| I ‘ f ti Dp r of ¢ I ( ! her 
ret ed ( or the construct : ppt theret« 
rv highw nections as the commission sh: essal and 
rights e and re n such land and other 1 ‘ nelu ' ' 
parks, gre | ( itions ghways rky ‘ I hich 
} wh, township. v i i n 


title ! ‘ 1 } eof j he ( 
| pr e propert nad ( mY r Y ‘ 20 

pon, or tne nt of restr ns upo! pro] rest ind 
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{ pensatl i th regard prop Stat New 
Jerse hal ‘ er ned and paid in fl ! ! ( ! ] t e of 
T the Re Statutes of New Jersey ! i! I T f 
' pp Dit I ent with the prov ned t para 
lem! or W ( ( monwen ‘ ’ ’ 

epal subd n one petition or complai1 le ptio ! ! 
f tracts or 1 ‘ or property ft ( ed ! nat 

mber of p ; her part ha 3 ’ tey ere ne } 
1 single proceed { } h¢ } rem that sep rds hy de for 
each trac r pareel of land or prope p) t] h of said 
tracts or parce r property lies wholl ut 3 

e lying Wholly I he ime inty 

a) For the effect ’ nv of its a ’ 

f granted the ) ving powers in ade ! } 1 r e 

h fter granted to it 

in ¢ f Ww he } I ot ? hear h 
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DELAWA I PORT Al {ORITY A? 
may determine to be necessary or desirab rt 
including without limitation of the foregoing, c 
the management and operation of any property o1 
it. the tolls, rents, rates, or other charges to be 
collected for any use of any such property or fac 

sposition I he pro eeds 0 iny bond the r ¢ 
the proceeds of any such tolls, rents, rates or othe 
r moneys of the commission 
1) To pledge f he security 0 ment 
he commission any moneys of the com s 
hand or to be received in the ture, or b 
‘ lo ike enditures vwhere e | 
tric to pay commissions, and hire or trace 
a the od naire I gy \ cl 
1 | hive a ‘ é ith onal 
g r impose pon it ft time ne b 
l ss e tint f th La 
I sta ny ny ‘ 
aol | tT) | ‘ ) ‘ ’ 
i l he he > | f i 
have filed with tl Sw 
\ I ! ! ‘ rie | ( ~ 
es e Highw: Depart l S 
co I SSILO! s writte consent ( nstrue 
the term “approa or “highway connectior é 
road, or sti I rr passag rf el eS ) 
lished bulkhead lines « the Dx re é I 
structure for passage of vehicle eces ) 
tunne eferred to in this articth ) ‘ 
highway system « ther a fhic ‘ é ( 
of trafl he f | lige « ! 
») Before comn ng construction of the | 
ri . e. the mission st ‘ iside 
! t the sur f enty-two n d S (S2 
the Gove | the signatory States iv il 
the purposes of this paragraptl he moneys 
be expended d by tl issit f t 
and operation o yproaches at chwi con 
f e applied te I D Se ¢ ept (1) 
a 2) temporar' ( ent pending 
Ci I r ny rT S put “st l Hor ed b 
in riting e Goverho ‘ } gnatory S 
{ gy ot the on st ( re wthe 
nd sigi y and a ppro ntemplated 
ypre ! le and signe \ hG rnor 
S ‘ | e snid Gove ors d the S ( 
i le exct e const of the 
( And edge of S ‘ re r reve 
y " ~ | 1 ECOmM Is on i ‘ I I ed by t 
VII « iny other provision hereot si b ( 
the pledge is made; the reven ; or other 1 
received by tl mmission shall imme be 
without ny physical deliver theres ( furt 
pledge shall be valid and bindir . nst a 
kind in tort. contract or otherwise ag et the , 
such parties have notice thereot either the 7 
ment by wh such a pledge is created 1! al be 
records of the commission 
(7) The effectuation of any of the purposes a 
ercise or performance by the commis no I 
nection with effectuation of such purpose, shall 
limitations or pro sions pro ded for or ‘ 
bridge or tunne eferred to in this ema 
mn on notwithstanding the terms and pr 
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between the Comm: wealth of Pen 
48 may hereafter be otherwise 
with respect 
both of Signatory 
commission shall he 
or eminent domain 

(8) The commision shall not 
in this article unles 
Governor the 


provided j 
to specifie 
the 


States, no property 


acquired from 


construct or 
and until the Governo 
of Commonwealth of Penns 
mission their w 


In 


witnes \ ‘reof, this 23rd dav of 
August, 1951, Alfred FE Driscoll has <A 
affixed his signature hereto as Governor h 
of the State of Ney Jersey and caused (Co 
the great seal ftheS ite to be ittached 


thereto 


E. Driscory 
frovernor State of New de rsey 
[GREAT SEAI 
Attest 
LLoy B. MarsH 
Lloyd B. Marsl 
Ser tary of State 
Sree Subject to the provisions 


Commonwealt}] of Pennsvlvar 


ware River Joint Con 
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it hy any exere] 


lye 


itten consents to such constru 


missior S amended 
River Joint Commission by whatever } me 
(herein called the “commissioy Ss herel 
operate, maintain and ow ridge for f 
River. between A pol r points . ' } ‘i 
Broadway in the fy of Camden, New Jerse 
one-mile radius of Ore: Avenue and Swans 
Pennsylvania. th su ipproaches therets 
he necessary or sirable I n lie ( Ss 
vehicular traffic under the Delaware Ri 
one-mile radius of Morgan Sty d Bi 
Jersey and a point or | nts w hin I ne 
Swanson Street in the city of Philadlepl 
‘to and highway connections S may be 
3. Notwithstarn ng ar of the ro 
1S ie ded. «¢ oO ot} \« 
notwithstanding the p sion f 
authorizing or coy nting to the ceonstruet 
tunnel by the mmissic or I nstrivs 
comm Si0O7 the , mm T = hereby } 
or oft ( irges f rhe use ! rage o1 
ty ed ] uired ] } 7th 
mor f sne} i Ss or combing 
tunmne th \ I pid NSIT § 
for transport t ‘ ( ™ I 
tunnel lilroad ! I proyy 
to as “facilitv’) heretofors P] er « 
acquired by the com or nd ¢ I t 


to fix harge, and « ect ft r other el} 


combined. d to e or pledge a such te 
financing, acquiring onstri operatin 
facilities, a t ] ‘ my ded | nd 
of the eme 
laws « he w Jerse | Commo 
theret n ] ior 

Sry { Iter end, or re 
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ind the State of New Jersey Except 
conformity wit] Article IX hereof 
by action of the Legislatures of 
facility owned or controlled by the 
se OF powers of condemnatior 
rect the bridge or tunnel] r« ferred tf 
of the State of New Jersey and the 
I sha ive filed with the « 
mm r ( 
vitness whet this 30th dav of 
m1. 7 S. Fine has affixed 
} e he Governor of the 
ma enlt) Pennsylvania and 
‘ I ereat sé of the Common 
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} r tunnels fo 
etw ! points within 
} ‘‘amden, New 
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6 DELAWARI VER PORT Al ORITY AND JOINT COMMISSION 


d) Co-operation with all other bodies interested or concerned with, or affected 
by the promotion, development or use of the Delaware rive and the Port 
District 


(e) The procurement from the government of t United States of any cor 
sents which may be requisite to enable any project within its powers to be carried 
forward. 

(f) The construction, acquisition, operation and mainter eof other bridges 
and tunnels across or under the Delaware River, between the city of Philadelphia 
and the State of New Jersey, including approaches and the ing of additions 
and improvements thereto 

(g) The promotion as a highway of commerce of the De vare river, and the 
promotion of increased passenger and freigl e on the Delaware rive 
and for such purpose the publication of literatu 1 the ; ption of any other 





means aS may be deemed appropriate 








(h) To study and make recommendations to the p ‘ thorities for the 
improvement of terminal vhterage, wharfage rehouse and other facilities 
necessary for the promotion of commerce on the Del; ve 

(i) Institution through its counsel, or such other counsel as it shall designate 
or intervention in al litigation involving rates, preference rebates or other 
natters vital to the terest of the Port District; pre led, that notice of any 
such institutior f or intervention in litigation shall be given promptly to the 
Attorney General of the Commonwealth of Pennsy d to the Attorne 
General of the State of New Jersey, and provision for such neé es shall be made 
in a resolution authorizing any such interventior y n and shall be 
incorporated in the minutes of the commissio1 

j) The establishment, maintenance, rehabilitation, construction and opera- 
tion of a rapid transit system for the transportation of passengers, express, mail 
and baggage between points in New Jersey communities within the Port District 
and within a thirty-five (35) mile radius of the city of Camden, New Jersey, 
and points within the city of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and intermediate 
points. Such system may be established by either utilizing existing rapid transit 


systems, railroad facilities, highways and bridges within the territory involved or 





by the construction or provision of new facilities where deemed necessary 

(k) The performance of such other functions which n be of mutual benefit 
to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and tl State of Ne Jersey insofar as 
oncerns the promotion and development of the P Dist f port purposes 
nd the use of its f ilities b ommer ve 

\) le Tl r greement is amended 
RTI 

‘I mmiss onsist of sixteet mmis sident voters 
f he Corr I é Per SViva ad rg } ~ te of 
New Jersey, wl serve wit} aan 

The present members of tl SS fl ‘ I ha 
continue to serve, respectively, as commissionet nt the expiration of the 
te s or the terms of office by virtue of the holding of which they are members 
of the commission and until succeeding commis ne hall be appointed and 
qualify, except that the terms of the present member f the commission for th 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania shall expire as of the date of the coming into 
force of the supplemental compact or agreement ithorized by the Act of 1951 
General Assembly of said Commonwealth providing for amendment of this articl 

The commissioners for the State of New Jerse shi be appointed by the 
Governor of New Jersey with the advice and consent of the Senate of New Jet 
ey for terms of five years, and in case of a vacancy occurring in the office « 
ymmmissioner during a recess of the Legislature iay be filled by the Govern 


by an ad interim appointment which shall expir 






session of the Senate unless a successor shall be 

after the end of the session, no ad interim appointn 

be made unless the Governor shall have submitted to ) 
the office during the ession and the Senate ha 


t, and no person nominated 
interim appointment to such offi 
on by the Senate 

mmissioners for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania shall 
he Governor of Pennsylva 


d the State Treasure f snid ¢ t e; ] ha ex-officio be 
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COMMISSION ’ 


commissioners for said Commonwealth, each having the privilege of appointing 
a representative to serve in his place at any meeting of 
he does not attend personally. 


the commission which 


All commissioners shall continue to hold office after the expiration of the terms 
for which they are appointed or elected until their respective successors ar 
appointed and qualify, but no period during which any commissioner shall hold 
over shall be deemed to be an extension of his term of office for the purp 





~¢ 
computing the date on which his successor’s term expires 

>) Article LV of said a zreement is amended to read as fo 

\ ICLE IV 

ko e effectuat f j ho ed purpose y I 
the Ie owing powers 

a) To have perpetual succession, 

lo sue and be sued 

c) To adopt and use an official sea 

ad fo elect a chairman, vice chairma secret \ reassure and 
adopt suitable by: *the management of its affairs lhe secretary and treas 
urer need not be rs of the commission 

é I< ippoint hire or employ couns ad si r officers and su 
agents i tL employees s | equire for pel i ‘ a es | 
contract or otherwise, and fix 1 deter e tl ua a es d 
pensation 

(f) To enter into contracts ‘ 

g) To acquire, own, hire se, operate and dispose of pers I propert 

(h) To acquire, OWL, Use, lease, operate, mortgage and dispose of real proper! 


and interests in real property, and to make mprovements thereo 
(i) To grant by franchise, lease or otherwise, the use of any property or facility 
owned or controlled by the commission and to make ch: 





(j) To borrow money upon its bonds or other obligations. eithe t r witl 
out security, and to make, ente nto and perform any and i such covenants and 
igreements with the holders of such bonds or other obligations as the com . i 
may determine to be necessary or desirable for the security d payment there 
including without limitation of the foregoing, covenants and agreements as 
the management d opera [ any proper or fa y owned or cont! ed by 
it, the Ss, rents, rates or other charges to be established, levied, made and « 
lected f iny St f ar such property or f \ he DI nm. vse i 
dispos n of e proce Ss of bonds or othe blig i ommiss 
or the proceeds of any sucl is, rents, rates her cl ges « iny other rey 
hues or moneys of the commissi« 

k) To exercise the right of eminent domain wit the Port Distr 

) To determine the exact location, system and character of and ‘ 

n en witi y a all improvements « facilities w \ 
be autl Zed to own, construc estublish, effectuate ‘ ( 

l l ( g zg exercis ‘ 
l l ) ere ‘ | } Dp ed fey | D 
Rive loin Comn Siol e { wenlt P , ~ f 

‘ Je \ r bot! hes vo State 

lo exercise ve not ince t 
two 8S es or of the T ed S s, Which m e! necessal ( 
der l 0 e ellectuat ol Sa 7 i pury es I t eX cise ol vy of 
the foregoing powers, except the power to levy taxes or assessments d generally 
to exercise in connection with its property and affair i ‘ 4 Ww 
property within its contro d W wl h mig 1 eNXE ised by a 
natu perso! rapl te cor} ol connection w r property and 
atiairs 

{QO} T I PASE rv f ne 

pre n t¢ il ( I 
O] Vv i ake « rye I } 

l wher the Unite ~ ‘ ‘ 

tries, to pa mmissions, an ‘ ont W ‘ 

and otherwise to do indirectly anything which the mmis ! ( 
rhe commission shall also have such addit il pows lie 

be delegated ft or } posed I t I I mie 
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ipproaches and interest 1! l pert necess é i 
such bridge, approaches and interests by the con < . be |} 
! ndemnatic« in accordance th the prov ‘ I l 
ge te ut he Zi I I I " ’ . ‘ 
a i nh ol uch ies ( ( 
1 int te and in ( +] , . 
‘ . is ‘ f \ | 
N Je nd ti Cor nw ‘ i 
Jt I (4 mony * 
, } WW 
~ itl t 
1). I 
| | comm ‘ nu CV « 
t , ‘ l ; ~ \ ' 
( ‘ t’¢ I ‘ 
Siol public ren of. or « rey I . ‘ 
Dn i 1! ( rhe ~ \ 6 l¢ i 
resp to the yu n by the <« I ! 
1 Paco Paln ly pp hie } 
a f Lp ed 1 ! I 
} j " ) hes 1 t ‘ 
} ~ Ni | } (} i , 
Penns thin have led w ‘a S eonss 
acquisition 
l i not be within the | ‘ t the « Si¢ y 
W acquire any he rie itv or prowect Te Lp | eS ed it 
subdivision (j) hereof, unless an il he « mis ! 
Legislatu and Governor of the State of New he | 
Grove rot the (« oy ‘ ( i nmSVIivV: ( j 
\ ich contemplat or project, and G 
the G ! ad ¢ } mwe t S 
Wi nts ft such ¢ I ruc erectio I ~ 
Ni hist ding ny provision f his agreeme notl ! n « 
s] nstrued te pair any rigl r power granted é 
( e Petr . Val bu hi} Commission o ( \¢ j | ‘ 
it ime col perate and main I é i 
=) \ Hpine projec f the New Jers ‘ \ I 
tive roughout e Por Dist: ineludilr dy 
a I ji nw 1; each othel io p cit 
tior r ol di el ce of one bridge ac I) 
of ( Tre! i in the State of New Je ' 
S ‘ onstrucied w stance 
b tween the ¢ ri we t] L’« ¢ 
J i e exis ¢ bridge, ope ed and 
iv \ ‘ el we } of i ‘ 
( ] I il i the et : s 1de! t - \t ( ‘ 
thier ( I midine lit ol Lie sere I ( ib i 
hi = I \ h the t« Ss, rel ri Ss. O01 th ( | 
aft ad ex l Driave shili il et eadyed \ I ny ‘ 
ment l MIST ied to authorize hie I SS li t Li s 
\ thir herein contained to the rary notw stunding, no bridg 
nel sl be constructed, acquired, Operated, or ma ned by the « 
PT) ss or under the Delaware rive! rth of th oundal Line elwee 
county and Vhiladeiphia county in the Commonweal ii sVi\ 
tended across the Delaware river to the New Jersey shore adi 
any new bridge or tunnel authorized by or pursua o this compa 
me! » be constructed or erected by the commission vy be consi 
erected at any location south of said boundary line notwithstanding t 
and provisions of any other agreement between the Commonwealth of 
van and the State of New Jersey Except as may hereafter be other 
vided in conformity with Article IX hereof with respect to speci 
designated by action of the Legislatures of both of the Ss 
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property or facility owned or controlled by the commission shall be acquired 
from it by any exercise of powers of condemnation or eminent domain 

(6) Said agreement is further amended by adding thereto, following the last 
article thereof, a new article reading as follows: 


ARTICLE XIII 


As used herein, unless a different meaning clearly appears from the context: 

“Port District’ shall mean all the territory within the counties of Delaware 
and Philadelphia in Pennsylvania, and all the territory within the counties of 
Atlantic, Burlington, Camden, Cape May, Cumberland, Gloucester, Ocean and 
Salem in New Jersey 

“Commission” shall mean the Delaware River Port Authority and, when re 
quired by the context, the board constituting the governing body thereof in charge 
of its property and affairs 

“Commissioner” shall mean a member of the governing body of the Delaware 
River Port Authority 

“Terminal” shall include any marine, motor truck, railroad and air terminal, 
also any coal, grain and lumber terminal and any union freight and other ter- 
minals used or to be used in connection with the transporation of passengers and 
freight, and equipment, materials and supplies therefor 

“Transportation facility” and “facilities for transportation of passengers” 
shall include railroads operated by steam, electricity or other power, rapid transit 
lines, motor trucks, tunnels, bridges, airports, boats, ferries, carfloats, lighters, 
tugs, floating elevators, barges, scows, or harbor craft of any kind and aircraft, 
and equipment, materials and supplies therefor 

‘Terminal facility” shall include wharves, piers, slips, ferries, docks, dry- 
docks, ship repair yards, bulkheads, dock walls, basins, carfloats, float-bridges, 
dredging equipment, radio receiving and sending stations, grain or other storage 
elevators, warehouses, cold storage, tracks, yards, sheds, switches, connections, 
overhead appliances, bunker coal, oi] and fresh water stations, markets, and 
every kind of terminal, storage or supply facility now in use, or hereafter de- 
signed for use to facilitale passenger transportation and for the handling, stor- 
age, loading or unloading of freight at terminals, and equipment, materials and 
supplies therefor 

Transportation of passengers” and “passenger transportation” shall mean 
the transportation of passengers by railroad or other facilities 

“Rapid transit system” shall mean a transit system for the transportation of 
passengers, express, mail and baggage by railroad or other facilities, and equip- 
ment, materials and supplies therefor 

“Project” shall mean any improvement, betterment, facility or structure au 
thorized by or pursuant to this compact or agreement to be constructed erected, 
acquired, owned or controlled or otherwise undertaken by the commission 
“Project” shall not include undertakings for purposes described in Article I, 
subdivisiens (a), (d), (e), (2), (h) and (i) 

“Railroad” shall include railways, extensions thereof, tunnels, subways, 
bridges, elevated structures, tracks, poles, wires, conduits, powerhouses, sub 
stations, lines for the transmission of power, carbarns, shops, yards, sidings, 
turnouts, switches, stations and approaches thereto, cars and motive equipment 

“Bridge” and “tunnel” shall include such approach highways and interests in 
real property necessary therefor in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania or the 
State of New Jersey as may be determined by the commission to be necessary to 
facilitate the flow of traffic in the vicinity of a bridge er tunnel or to connect a 
bridge or tunnel with the highway system or other traftic facilities in said Com 
monwealth or said State; provided, however, that the power and authority herein 
granted to the commission to construct new or additional approach highways shall 
not be exercised unless and until the Department of Highways of the Common 
wealth of Pennsylvania shall have filed with the commission its written approval 
as to approach highways to be located in said Commonwealth and the State High- 
way Department of the State of New Jersey shall have filed with the commission 
its written approval as to approach highways to be located in said State 

“Facility” shall include all works, buildings, structures, property, appliances, 
und equipment, together with appurtenances necessary and convenient for the 
proper construction, equipment. maintenance and operation of a faci 
facilities or any one or more of them. 
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“Personal property” shall include choses in action and all other property how 
commonly, or legally, defined us personal property, or which may hereafte , 
so defined. 

“Lease” shall include rent or hire 

“Municipality” shall include a county, city, borough, village, township, town, 
public agency, public authority or political subdivision 

Words importing the singular number include the plural number and vice 
versa. 

Wherever legislation or actior en: \ 
herein referred to it shall mean an act of the Legislature duly adopted in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the Constitution of such State 


v the Legislature of either s itory State is 


In witness thereof, this 28rd day of In witness whereof, this 30t ay of 
August, 1951, Alfred EK. Driscoll has August, 1951, John S. Fine has af 
affixed his signature hereto as Govenor his signature hereto as Governor of the 

f the State of New Jersey and caused Comomnwealth of Pennsylvania at 





the great seal of the State to be attuched caused the great seal of the ¢ 
thereto wealth to be attached thereto 
ALFRED E. Driscot IouHn S. 1 
Pennsylvat 
Great Seal |] Great Sea 


Lioyp B. Marsa, GENE D. Sr 
Lloyd B. Marsh, Gene D. Smith, 


Secretary of State Secretary o the Commonwealti 


Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the State of New Jersey creating the Dela 
ware River Joint Commission, as amended and supplemented, the Delaware River 
Port Authority (herein called the “commission”), formerly the Delaware River 
Joint Commission, is hereby authorized to construct, acquire, finance, operate 
maintain and own bridges and tunnels across or under the Delaware River, i! 

cluding any bridge heretofore constructed under the authority or with the consent 
of the Congress, with such approaches thereto and highway connections as may 
be necessary or desirable, and is further authorized to effectuate, establis 
naintain, rehabilitate, construct and 


transportation of passengers across any such bridge or tunnel owned or controlled 


Sec. 2. Subject to the provisions of the compact or agreement between the 


operate ra lroad or other facilities for the 


by the commission and a rapid transit system for passengers, express, mail, an 
baggage between points within the city of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and po 
within the State of New Jersey, and intermediate points 
Sec. 3. Notwithstanding any of the provisions of the General Bridge Act of 
1946, as amended, or of any other Act of the Congress 
iotwithstanding any of the provisions of any Act or Resolution of the Congress 


eretofore adopted, and 


ithorizing or consenting to the construction or acquisition of any bridge o 
innel by the Commission or to the construction of any bridge acquired by the 
ommission, the commission is hereby authorized to fix, charge and collect tolls « 
other charges for the use of any bridge or tunnel heretofore or hereafter co 





rolled, constructed or acquired by the commission, and to combine any t 

nore of such bridges or tunnels or of any railroads, rapid transit systems or other 
properties or facilities for transportation, terminal or port improvement purposes 
each hereinafter referred to as “facility’ heretofore or hereafter established, 


controlled, constructed or acquired by the commission and the tolls or revenues 
therefrom, and to fix, charge and collect tolls or other charges for the use of 
such facilities so combined, and to use or pledge any such tolls or other charges for 
purposes of financing, acquiring, constructing, Operating or maintaining any 
facility or facilities, all to the extent provided by and in accordance with the 


land 


provisions of the aforesaid compact or agreement as amended supplemented 
ind the laws of the State of New Jersey and Commonwe tl if Pennsviva : 
with respect thereto or to said commission 


SE¢ 4. The right to alter, amend, or repea this Act is hereby « xpressily rese 

Mr. FALLON. As ] understand It. Senator Myers s here and will 
present the witnesses Trom the State of Pe sViva i and the city 
of Philadelphia. 

Senator Mvevrs 
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ANCIS J. MYERS, EX-SENATOR FROM THE STATE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA, GREATER PHILA 


our committee that the passage of H. R. 4 UZ al cd H 
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ELPHIA COUNCIL 


iver Joint Commission, and others, will readily convince 
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While it would appear that the powers give the Delaware R 
Port Authority are comparable to those grante: e New York VP 
Authority, there is a major restriction. T] restriction makes it 
aatory that none ot the projects outl ned i ( ow } Lie ‘ De of 
the proposed authority’s activities can b hnitiated DY thie Lut mit 
without concurrent approval by the Pennsvivai 1 and New Jersey 

with two 


Legislatures and the signatures of the respective Governor: 


exceptions. One is the construction of 1 road or other Tie ( 1 
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transportation of passengers across any present o1 future river cross 
ngs operated DY the authority Ww ithin the district. Che other is in the 
South Jersey high-speed transit system, which can be inaugurated only 
after submission of detailed reports to the respective legislatures and 

ritten consent of the two Governors. Any other project, without ex 
ception cal be undertaken only after submission to, and approval by. 
the two legislatures and by the Governors. Hence, the spending of 
runds by the authority in competition w th free enterprise or promis 
cuouslyv on nonessential and nonprolit projects has been eliminated DY 
the legislatures of those two States. 


} 7 
Lhe port authority, in the event the compacts receive congressional 
I 


ipproval, sho ila immediately embark on: 


A ntensihed program Of port promotion and the imnstitution 
t! rough or Intervention ih any litigation nvolving rates, preference, 


rebates, or other matters vital to the interest of the port district; 
Planning. construction, operation, ind maintenance of a second 
of the Delaware River - and 


ehicular cross 


Inaugurate an exhaustive study, inciudineg cost and engineerimg 


estimates of various types of port terminals and other facilities neces 


1 ] ] 
he needs of the increased commerce. 


sary to adequately accommodate t 
It must be evident with the tremendous concentration of industries 
the metropolitan areas of Philadelph a and Camden affected by the 

proposed col pa tS and wit! the Vast nereased trathe problems of 

that area that ordinary means of financing are inadequate and that ex- 
" 


traordinary methods must be resorted to. There is no intention to di- 
vert revenues from tolls to unrelated facilities. In a huge and rapidly 


developing metropol tah area, al Integrated transportation system IS 
essential and 1 ull facilities spanhing river crossings ind adjacent high 
speed lines are all prerequisite to such an integrated system. 


It well ky ow) that the Philadelphia South Jersey area is dlestined 


e of the most important industrial areas in the world. 


Soon to pe o 

With this industrial development will come a heavier Delaware River 

traffic, a higher concentration of population, and a growth of com 
] 

| 


ally which will present more intense metropolitan area 


merce gene 
pre blems than heretofore encountered. 

A recent survey made by Harvard University indicates an increase 
! population in the metropolitan area of over 200.000 people In con 
nection with the steel plants locating or to be located here. In addi 
tion to this. a survey just completed by engineers for the Pennsy| 
Valila Water Resour es Committee indicates a total increase popu 
hatiol n the metropolitan area in excess of 370.000 people by 1960 


i 
l 


Beart ¢ in mind the very substantial limitations placed upon the 
port tuthority by the legislatures of the respective states, Congress 
a} ould have no hesitation in approving the interstate compacts 
view of the very serious problems that the metropol tan area face 

, f 


n the immediate future. 

‘| he (me rican I) =titute of Kleetr ( al Ene neers, 11 i recent report. 
stressed the need of building up and increasing present railroad con 
nuter services 

‘ , ! yf? ‘ { I e eit 
} ead t Ww y hen t¢ lete) oriite } l ere ( ( i 
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This report points out that 
double track rail rapid transit e is equivalent to 15 six-lane grade-se 
rated highways 
This report also states that rapid transit cannot and need not be 
fully supported by passenger revenues 
he use all people na large miele poltan area b t {t grea 


ransportation system, hether they use it o1 i 


In this ease the percentage of tolls paid by the interstate travel 
is compared to what we may call the interstate commuter are triy 
Hence, the members of the metropolitan community who pray t] 
bulk of these tolls will directly henefit from fac ilittes whi h neithe 
the Federal Government nor the States nvolved are able to proy de. 

The committee’s attention is also called to the fact that the pro 
posed compacts do not involve the expenditure ot funds by the United 
States Therefore, under the circumstances, there is little reason w hy 
Congress should not permit this metropolitan community to deter 
nine its own method of financing its transportation systems 

In view of the foregoing, the organizations which have joine 
together in this brief are unanimously of the opinion that items 
ind 4 referred to above are the keystones upon which the proposed 
iuthority is constituted to carry on its vitally needed activities and 
that the approval by Congress of the proposed compacts in the form 
n which they are before you—and the form in which they have been 
approved by the legislatures and in the form in which they have beet 
approved by the governors of both States, both of whom will testify 
before this committee either today or tomorrow and without any 
imendments ts absolutely necessary for the proper development of 
the metropolitan area encompassed by the compacts. 

Now. Mr. Chairman, there are a number of witnesses here. I de 
not know whether the Congressmen propose to testify how lL know 
come of them are busy and have other committee meetings. | Suppose 
we might ask the Members of Congress now whether they wish to tes 
{ fy before we call on the civic officials. 

(‘ongressman Walter. 

Mr. Water. 1 believe that these out-of-town witnesses should be 
itforded the Opportunity ot testify Ing first. because we are here and 
readily available at any time. 

Mr. Myers. Fine. 1 am sure that they will be very appreciative 
of that so they will be able to get off afte) they have fin shed their 


testimony. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM A. BARRETT, MEMBER OF CON- 
GRESS FROM THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF PENN- 
SYLVANIA 


Mr. Barrerr. I have a meeting I must go to and I would like to 
vo on record as being against any amendment to this bill. 

[ came down to support these men who came here to testify in the 
nterest of this bill. I want to go on record as saving that and leave 
the time which I could use to these men who have to go back to their 
if employment. 

Mr. Faruonx. Thank von, ( ongressman Barrett. If vou wish to file 
inv statement for the record you may do so. 


Dress}) 
| 
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s perhaps in retrospect we might have been to seize the opportun! 
ties which were before us for the development of that great area. 
However, after World War II ended an aggressive group of indi 
viduals on both sides of the Delaware River undertook to organize 
the gove nmental agencies whie *+h were necessary to encour: ige pr ivate 
capital to make the most out of the Delaware River port area. 

By 1947 it was clear that something pretty important had to be 
done. In that year the legislatures of the two States passed bills 
which authorized the Delaware River Joint Commission, which 
now and was then engaged in operating the present crossing on a to 
hasis of the bridge between Philadelphia and Camden, to make a 
con iprehensive ens oineering study to determine what should be done 
to promote the port of Phila idlelp yhia, including Camden, of course, 
and the whole economic growth of the port area. The result was ar 
extremely well-informed and splendid report by an engineering 
board recommending the « reation by a joint State « ompact of a Dela 
ware River Port Authority. That report was finished in the fall of 
1948, and identical legislation was introduced into the legislatures at 
Hat risburg and Trenton for the adoption of that joint state compact. 
t here, but I can say because 


iS 
i 
1] 
il 


For reasons it is not necessary to VO Into 
of the opposition of certain vested interests, and also, centlemen, to 
be quite frank with you, because I am sure in your own home com 
munities you have the same problem, because the rural legislators in 
Pe nusy lvania are a little bit difficult to interest in the need for appro 
priating state moneys for the improvement of a great metropolitan 
port, the legislation failed in the 1949 session of the Psnnylvania 
Legislature. It was passed, but it was a bill that was so unworkable 
that it was quite properly vetoed by Governor Duff, and the matter 
received a set-back for 2 years. 

In 195 renewed efforts on the part of the people liv ing in the area 
were made and we succeeded in having passed by the LWO legislatures 
and approved by the governors of the joint State compacts which 
are now before you for congressional approval. 

I am confident. centleme n. that because of vour own experience “as 

ected representatives in a democracy you know it is not easy to get 
this kind of a thi oO through two State leo islatures, ap yproved by all 


1 


of the municipalities along the water front, and apy roved by the 
governors and sent down here for the consideration and ap ers 
of you gentlemen. It has been a long, — fight. While that fight 
was going on the Fairless plant of the United States Stee] C rp. 


decided to locate at Morrisville. Pa... and we in PI iladelph fh han 


? ly ] ? . 7 t = 
sudden \ hac throw} upon us an enormous ineres In pop ulat 0 
and an enormous increase in wealth. We need this. new pave 
tal T\ of vyovernn ent 1 orde} TO be abl To cone W th wh) if hac he 


thrust upon us. 

If the amendmet! ts proposed by the Bureau of the Budget should 
meet with favor in the Halls of Congress. T am quite confident we 
W 1] be set back in our economic development by at least 5 or 4 vears 
because we will have to go back and start all over again. We will have 
to try to get a great many people, who do not have anv real and per- 
sonal interest in the matter, coming from remote legislative districts. 
in the legislature, to set up some other kind of arrangement by which 


we can util Ze the oreat econ omic wealth whi h lies at our door. 





DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY AND JOINT COMMISSION 19 


The failure of these bills would set us back by several years. 

I think you gentlemen will also be familiar from your own home 
experience with a fact which is perfectly clear. We in the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania and in the city of Philadelphia are pretty 
near the bottom of the tax barrel for public-improvement pro 
In the ( ‘iommonwealth of Penns) Ivania. as the onvresswolal knows, 


) 
} 
i 
y 


Urals 


we have a constitution which makes it impossible to borrow any money 


without getting a constitutional amendment. so there is absolutely no 
practical chance that the Commonwealth of Pt hhsyivan a will make 
a large contribution out ot bonded indebted) eSs snies to the develop 


ment of the port ot Philadelphia. 

As I guess you gentlemen know, and certainly the Congresswoman 
does, we had enough trouble in Harrisburg Daimncing the bu ivet THIS 
spring, so there is not much chance of vetting 
revenues to help the city ot Philadelphia. The city of Philadelphia 
is engaged in a 6-year improvement program which will cost over 
$558,000 000 that has been prepared by the city plai ning com Miss) 
with the understanding that the development of the port ot Phila 
delphia would be handled by the State port authority, so that the 
credit of the city of Philadelphia would not be required for any sub 
stantial financial burden. 

We do not have sewers in Philadelphia vet. We are building sewers 
there that should have been built 30 years ago Our water system 1s 
still in an archaic condition, and we have a road system which is in 
great need of repair. Our credit of the city of Philadelph a has Fol 
to be pledged and committed to our domestic publie improvement 
program in order to meet the challenge which is comin 
this oreat increase in wealth. which is In our area. and mn order aiso 
to make up for the deferred maintenance of many years during w h 
a policy differe1 t from that now in effect was bei Y carl ied out. 

Gentlemen. we do not have the revenues 1h the Conimonweirtt Ol 


money out of urrent 


rto us Irom 


Pennsylvania or the city of Philadelphia to finance the public-iny 
ment program forthe port which is so badly I eeded 

In this statement—and I will not start to read it to vou gentleme 
there is outlined in full the six major improvements estimated in 48 
to cost upward ot SOLOOOO00, no one of which can reasonably be 


exper ted to be built by private capital, and which are essential to the 
] 


development of the port area of the Greater Philadelphia metropol 


tal area, including Camden. Among those t} ngs are a uUnlOnN Moto! 
Tl ick terminal: the construct oO} of adequate sout Jerse rapiad-transitf 
facilities: marine-terminal facilities for general cargo; the improve- 
ment of ¢ xistl Oo piers, whic] are now bel yy used as warehouses e 


cause they are so old fashioned you cannot use them fou rand hg ships. 

If we do not have some source of revenue Sule h as that ava ible 
from bridge tolls it is my considered judgment the port of Philadel 
phia will again stagnate, as it did for so many vears between the twe 


World Wars. Each one of these projects wih needs to be hu if 


ultimately in the judgment of qualified engineers become self-support 
ne, but they need the financial stabil#v and security which will come 
from bi dge tolls which will enable them t he built the first } ice, 
Ty . L wreeens _ oe Mea Ae . 

Chey are not the kinds of projects w lich can be bullt Dy pl Vate entel 
prise itself, because the direct return is not there. Once thev are built 


] ] 4 } ] ] li¢ 14] 
througn our po \ I} by noe reat eat of aca OO) yen ! 


private enterprise will benefit enormously because the increased traflie 
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Gentlemen, the traffic going across this bridge and the traflic w h 
will go across any succeeding bridge or tunnel has been establis] DY 
orig. and destination chee ks, V ch have been particl) ited V the 


sureau of Public Roads and which Mr. Costello can give vo ! 


ereater detail. The traffic going across that bridge is predominantly 


ae I 

suburban and interurban traffic. and over SO percent of it o1 g ite 
n the Camden and Philadelp| a areas Only about percent 1 it 
cording to the survey, fa ls either to on oinate uke nm mayor st 
thin that area. 

It Is nV JuagmMent mere) a tech ality to say ere We ive 
tion where two localities are try ne to put aecrip on and levy to 
Oo ndividuals driv ©” automobiles from far-distant Te) { a I 
cdistant places. 

Wi } ive no obiect ] tothe or eral pl } ‘ it 1 (rene BR adore 
Act of 1946. It is a sound act. It is par larly good wv ( 
are dealing with river crossings across State boul AY es when tie 
no part iten pro! lem of large urbat COMMUTE 14 Y atlected | 
whet you gel Into a large urbat COHMNUNRITV Wil a port { iTloO i 
have the problem of finan nie 1 1952 badlv needed hiproveme sal 
developme ts. then if occurs to me ventlemen, t it thr ] on Ke 


the sane k na ot exception to the (veneral Bridge Lct oft 1946 wh eh 


this Congress made only a few vears ago. or which a preceding Cor 


gress made only a few vears ago i the case of the bi iige across the 
Mississippi Rive between St. Lou s, M »., and East St. Louis, J 

May I say agall these are not local facilities which we hope to finance 
through this improvement progral Phe iole international trad 
ind the whole coastal and national trade of ie | ted St 
tlmately bound 1] e problem of pre a radeq { i rile 
p rs 3 Hites Hi h \ have } reely by pp ! ( i if 
where the | ted State the greatest Nati ( orid t 
a trading center for vessels from all ove} e olob | is be. 


t | 
» 7 ‘ 
C} nia your fine port of Balt more Ore l Ol if Ney ) 
. } 
IS be on ne crowde | foreleg) trade exp i 1 r ee ePXDe 
©. ( ire volng to have to find anotne r¢ G1 ] ( t ( ‘ 
} 
Py) i 0) Lid | t I ( < Th ( if « ? if {) 
ao it e \ yY W ch the etected epres Ves oT Os 
(i e] oOutad be dol 1 wont ss ( 
ee , } } 
is you to ao I iet US ALONE | 
> 7 ] } 
il Ph iMeiphiat you wil ii be proud ot 
Mr. Fanton. Are there any q nis ¢ 
i 
, ' ' 
Mr. Macer. I just want te this: Mr. M re I 
} } >] 
why vou were elected mavor of e citv of | Hladadeilp i 
Senator Myers did not mention it, but we ar r o 
Y 1 1] ] i7 
lation ¢ ich year 244 mi1lhio through births, 1m ra ( 
, } | _ - ‘ 
displa edad perso Do vou n k,. Mr. Mavor, t i i 
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althou ohithas} verh: | ittle com) e touch to it nm mention tothe 
gentlemen that the position of the Bureau of the B aget 1n opposition 
to the growth of » Delaware River Valley is very op oa to that of 
the electric light an d power companies | n opposing the development of 
the Tennessee R} ir V alley some YO years ago. It occurs to me it is 
rather sardonic to “fi d such a situation. All we want to do is to be 


allowed to make out of the Delaware River Basin what the Podlere 
Government made our of the Te nessee R Vel Bas ? \ it} our own 


States and our ow) municipalities. 
Mr FALLON. Is there ny date 11 the bill set for thi UNOTTIZATIO ] 


brida 
Mii FALLON. Sswce | nave hee] here ci¢ ol OW f my bridge 
Dill authorizect by this committee 1 here 1? mort 10? date has not 
orporated the bil] 
Mayor Criark. I can understand that. sir. and eems to me to be 
und national policy general 
May I point out, however, that our neighbor New York is under 
no 1¢ disability. ind f Vo! mee vet to the point w ere ve have tree 
bridge traflic across the Delaware Riv: r. at that point the principal 
source of revenue to be used to develop the port of Philadelphia will 
fold uy Mavbe if that time is far enough distant. 30 vears. we will 
MaKe mut all rant, heca ise the « apital Improvement provram of S91,- 
O00.000 which T me tioned to you gentlemen Ss supposed to stop at the 
( t Lt yeu! if what we hope s that vol vill let 4 (ie ide t] int 
( ( npose restrictions on us 1 behalf of the Congress 
\I anton. I am asking these questio fo) formation. Is it 
t possible when the amortization date arrives and vou have thi ul 
ome from tolls that vou will look around for other improve- 
fS that vou ould make ripened) aan t revenue source / 
Mavor CrarKk. That would o1 be human. Mr. Chairma ind | am 
ondering whether or not Aw decision should not be madi the 


(sovernors of Pen svivai nA and New Jerse V and not the Congress of 
ted States. I merely throw that out for thonel 


Mr. Farton. Thank vou 


Mavor CLark. May I have permission to put nt in 
e record / 
Vin 2 LION W thout objection if mav he one 
the statement of Mayor Joseph S. Clark. Jr.. of Philadelphia. 
P is follow 
~ los _ ri | } MI \ |’ a | F 
House Bi A) » OD03, A IE J . mE Comy : rH 
F (M WI | Sy yTH ~ N\ ] y ( ATI 
Ty | > \) ir} . 2 t \ . 
( I \ DELAWA R P ‘ 
(AMD! 
\ i] ) ~ 
; ( fi he TJ State mine f 
‘ | Y een the Com wealth of Pent St if New 
Jersey ere g the Ih ire River Port Autl e util 





DELAW ARI VER PORT AUTHORITY AND INT Ci 
If {LISTORY O}F LA LRI ] I 
The Delaware River Basin as Since time mmemoria een 
ol ic wealth it one of the ere por transportatior 
iltural, commercial, and reside i ireas 10 he United State 
f World War II it has taken o1 ew ise O fe and by reas 
the new United States Steel I rless plat it Mor e, Pa 
a host of satellite plants and dus es, it is undergoing 
onomic growth 
ih ition impose iv¥Y governmenta sy ) f 
~ ie COMMMUNiItie nthe D re River \ ey 
th eidet of history d des at is esse! Lliy 
| States f Nev Jersey ind Pen Vivania I i” ¢ 
nee ed are the cities f Philadelphia and ¢ ! \' 
New Yo! Jersey ¢ Newurk nd the wer H . Rive 
ire River port i he only ijor pol rea in tl | ~ 
ithin the contines of a u S ‘ Its wove Dp 
re rendered immensely more difficult because f 
Developme! if the port of Philadelphia and of adequa 
‘ e¢ Camden and Philadelphia lagged fo ny ‘ I 
1 e 2g rnmental support for private enterpris ste 
{ f the port and i urrounding ‘ 
By 1947 s apparel! it gover! el l 
or vas not to continue s il In ‘ he Delaware | 
HISS1O! LS horized i ont leg ve é Oo 
Ke al egressive campaign to j 1 e in ed rime e 
tiver and to formulate and press » the legisiati : gram 
mmprehensive Delaware River port ce opment p vis prep: 
his authorization in 1948S and a Dela re River P Autl 
the two legislatures in 1949 
Opposition of certain vested inte < nd lacl eres 
ral legislat resulted in tilur idopt the ‘ 
n Pen nia rhe ens of Phiadep I ell 
1 } present comp S ) hefore f} er 
gis rs and governo! f both States 
has not beer is { ‘ his nt a 
( hed "\ be ¢ i ted de 1) f ) 
I et ba for man rs 
I) { ernor of Pennsy in the Gove! I rN Jers 
delphia, the mavor of Cumden, the tw Un d Stat > 
val he two 1 ted State Sen rs f n Ne Jerse } 
en f 1 Philadelphia, the Congressmen mm southe Ne ir 
re v in the Philadelphia d Camde1 rea } ne ‘ 
el e Delaware River Basin, the An ean Fede f 
Indust a (dr inizat r) al favor pass ‘ ‘ pe 
{ ertain minor amendments All of these ind lua nd 
ited heir belief that tol idges provide the pra 
enue nar he construction of trans ind por eve 
! ‘ fe and growth of the er Delaware River Bas 
The Bure of Roads and the Bure he Budge ( ‘ 
e pending legislation which l prohibit the us f dg 
elopr ind transit projec d convert any f ire b 
© River into fre dges at the ( ble nel 
ACTICA > \ H Ww EN 
i if H Hi \ } " 
Ihe ( mwealth of Penns i th I le 
f the barre » far as blie re lt 
ned There is no like ood whatevs heat ( we 
nia \ ild finance It of currer evenue i! b 
! f the port of Philadelphia Under Cor itiol 
4 debtedness is I [ ii matter im ix 1 
( itiona el Phere no likelil ‘ 
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he approve or the purpose of financing tl roy ‘ of the port of Phila 
elphia through the sale of State bonds Ni ithority project would be succe 
ful unless it conld pledge bridge tolls fror ese! bridge and from any 
‘ ssing hereafter constructed 

The citv of Philadelph s utilizing its cre the mit safety in a 6-Yvear 
capital improvement program calling for the enditure of $558,468,400. This 
program was prepared on the understanding that per development would take 
place through the Delaware River Port Anu vith imposing any sub 
stuntial financial burden on the city of Vhilae It too late to turn back 
the clock; and in any event, the amount requ lf port development is tot 
bevond the al { of the taxpayers of the elt 1’) delIphia to beat Here ar 
the six major projects, estimated to cost in « s of SOL million and > become 
self ipporting within 50 vears, which are ess i the m er development o 
the Delaware River port: (1) Matching fur r ] DI t oO encouragt 
private enterprise to stimulate commerce thre f 1) Y " ne ter 
facilities for general cargo beyond the ability ) e enterprise to construct 
3) modernization of existing piers to pern ! hye d for shipping 
stend of, as at present, for ware j rovement of the existing be 
ne-railroad service to bring ra tie to docks nad piers 7 

union motortruck termina adeq trucking sé ce for docks and 
pliers and (6) construction o te s ] \ ( transit tacilities 
to give access to the port an area now dequate transportatior 
facilities 

Kach of the projects can ultimately becor ‘ supp None of them 
can be financed by private enterprise Nol he ! ul en vill b 
financed by the Commonwealth of Penns if Vhiladelphia does 
not have the financial resources to finar 1 If the PSP] egislatior 
imended so as to provide for free bridges prevent u iti f brid 
tolls to support financing these six projects t vi not be t 
! \ RECOMMENDED BY THE BUREAU OF 


Every n rp n the United States 
‘ f Singie State 
. ! na ‘ erefo! f 
, R f ‘ , : mv J 
ent i Tr h¢ ‘ (yi rnme! If he 
( er ve rite huicir facilities fre 
nanced Phe none of them have 


rvention | e Fed 
y ’ ? 1" t¢ mers ‘ 
d (le ( ority betwee St 
Where only one St neerned in the d 
L s ( cent ( ] Tt elected 
vt ell ( ( port Aa i Oniy r 
}? deltn] } 
that grea f had the Fede ( 
| , } or , 
Lhe Gy nit i 
as 
Che Ne ‘ 
( } Q ‘ , o 
( ? hye ad ‘ 
l } é had t he t S 
4 f ‘ ad ’ S tod 
York Authorit 
t thy ’ | na Thy ‘ r 
! n Bridge ne Staten Islat 
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It is only the tolls of the Delaware River bridges which can make possible, 
sa practical matter, the development of the port of Philadelphia 

To deny validity to a compact between the States of New Jersey and Penn- 
syivania for less comprehensive in the authority granted to its port authority 
han the case of New York, where Federal approval was given many years 
go, is to discriminate unfairly and unjustiy against the port of New York's 
greatest potential rival, 

VI IBJECTIONS 0} iH B \ OF H D> I ONS RED 

rhe Bureau of the Budget asks three questions with respect the po 
ithority proposed in this bill in a letter of May 2 to Senator Cha f vu 
Senate committee considering similar legislation 

1. Should interstate traffic be burdened and asked ! bute to the support 
{f local facilities and local development 

As pointed out by the Delaware River Joint Commissio its brief, the traffic 
ow crossing the Delaware River on the existing bridge is predominantly local 
nd not Federal in any reasonable sense of the word ; $4.6 percent of the vehicles 
ossing the bridge, as noted in an extensive traffic survey participated in by 


the Bureau of Roads and held from June to November 1947, either terminated 
weir trips or made a major stop within a cordon established on the highways 
iLround Philadelphia and Camden. More thun SO percent of all cross-river 
traflic originates in the Greater Philadelphia metropolitan area, including the 
Counties of Camden, Burlington, and Gloucester in New Jersey lo rely on 
he interstate bature of the tratlic as a reason for setting aside the will of the 
people of the States of Pennsylvania and New Jersey as expressed through 


their legislatures is indeed to utilize a legal technicality to prevent essential 
economic development Moreover, the injustice of permitting New York, Jersey 
City, and Newark to do what is denied Philadelphia and Camden cannot be 
obviated by references to “the extensive legislative history” since the time 
when the New York Port Authority Compact was approved by the Congress of 
the United States 

We have no quarrel with the philosophy of the General Bridge Act of 1946 


nsofar as it applies to essentially rural river crossings or these where no serious 
problems of interurban transit or port development arise; but where the 
economic lifeblood a great metropolitan area depends on the utilization of 
bridge for its support, it is earnestly submitted that exceptions should be 
nade to the policy laid down in the Bridge Act Was, fact, done within the 
ast few years with respect to the bridge across the Mississippi River at St. Louis, 
Mo.. to East St. Louis, Il! 

Moreover, it again a 


very 
ol 
tolis 


in 


as 


is misnomer to characterize development of the port of 
Philadelphia as a local facility. Ours is one of the great ports of the world and 
t is in crying need of modernization. That modernization will not be forth- 
coming in anything like the amount required to support the interstate and foreign 
waterborne commerce of the United States if the amendments sponsored by the 
of the Budget are adopted. The United States literally cannot conduct 
its foreign and domestic waterborne commerce to and from the Atlantic seaboard 
n the foreseeable future out of the port of New York with such relatively minor 
issistance as can be given by Boston, Baltimore, Hampton Roads, and the present 
vrt of Philadelphia If we are to seize the opportunities for international 
rade inherent in the world economic conditions of today, we must develop another 
major port capable of handling the waterborne commerce which will come to us 


l?y . ‘ , 
pmureau 


| 


} 


from all over the world. This is no mere local problem—-it is one which should 
inspire the imagination and support of those who wish to see the United States 
occupy the position in world trade which present day conditions compel it to 
accept 

As in all important public questions, the equities must be weighed. When this 


is done, it seems clear that every practical consideration, as well as the rudimen 
tary principles of justice, should persuade the Congress to give effect to the 
compact creating the Delaware River Port Authority without crippling amen 
lents 
~. The second question raised by the Bureau of the Budget is whether the 


support of bridge tolls shonld be made available to the Delaware River Port 


\uthority by the State of New Jersey and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 


It may well be that the word “by” in the above sentence is a typographical] 
error for the word “of If not, it would seem the question was for the State of 
New Jersey and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to decide, and that the 
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Congress of the United States would not concern itself with the problem. If si 


Ss submitted for the reasons outlined under subparagraph 1 above, that ths 
answer is clearly “ves,” unless the Congress does not desire to see the port of 
Philadelphia developed in a way which will permit it to accept its national and 
international ft 


trade responsibilities. 


3%. The Bureau of the Budget inquires whether it is equitable and feasible t 
equire bridge use to contribute to the ipport of the numerous other kinds of 
port developme! lities which will undoubted required for the continued 
‘ eit ’ ‘ ma ! py rt It s} whe I t f I cle t opment she 
! I equired irge fees fo he ise W \ ‘ if elf-supporting 
with m bridge r m 3 ( t to demonstra 
! t 1) rt f y } 9° \ } + ] 





toll bridg I mone ! iry to impr ore . erved | } 
dge wl i n ( helm may ny iti direc 
t the pre ad w it a ‘ nea \ he ) 
| ‘ dye hali, 
, River | Authe wl 
ir? I é ~ ~ ¢ try 
ar "\ R ( } ‘ ; 
ws I - ‘ ~ ii¢ i ( er 
I ij t 4 ; 
‘ ) ‘ } 
I ‘ ( he S 


of New ~T ence ‘ ! St pacts proved by the duly 
‘ ‘ of ft . ie public suppor 
( ‘ I ( . t Governo 
wi i ‘ ( ~ prot ‘ e two State 
nd } e , } orgal itions } ed anv way 
I earn or up he membe of b ! tee that the amen 
e comp advocate ! the Bure of the B ve would set back 
t ) e Dy vure River I ’ n the xt gene 
t ol Ss of he electric ight ! \ ( ‘ ‘ ( | nessee 
Rive \ f © stultified é eth « } gre rea had 
| ~{ yg it W 1 indes i t i 
" w hie sponsored the well-being ( v1 

as that fed by the waters of the Tennessee Rivs should n for technical rea 
sons, deteat f Smniar development of othe! ea \ greater pot 
t ( pore l ot itiona . tl 


Mr. Fatton. Senator Myers. 


Mr. Myers. The menlor Sehator of Pi ! vival " ~ sted to ap 


pear tomorrow ! tf pecawus ot othe raceme | hnnot appea 
hefore von te orroy\y ~ ve would | ( en } or Se i 

r fi c vVivania, Mr. Edward Ma will appear « 
behalf of the State of Pe vivania 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD MARTIN, SENIOR SENATOR OF THE 
STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


senarol \i RTIN. Vin Zz urman. I certainly appre ite your grant 





In addition, I might say, Mr. Chairman, I am very fam 
Ort of Philadelphia. Wh if | Was (vovernol ol Pem yi\ hla 
1o World War II, I was very much surprised that it Was not used 


the ] 

i 
dur 
sa port toa greater ¢ Ktent he ise thie pe rt o New York. is 1 


mavol just stated to you, Was greatly crowced, Wi eecded 
tie : One of thet mnges we round that v OL rood bil 
pol of Ph ladelphia was concerned, Was the poll I 
: ne nto that port. 
We immediately 1] Per nsyiva i started leg il 1 
to relieve that Situation. Pe } Viva h ePaACY Spry 
rit ea aS } of the Ne i k et , l t ) 7 
\ e 7 Vo! i ( \ =f rN { ( I 
i ? ( r en 
itiol jerae' cA 
[ erely Dope th oOMnaittes I ep ] 
| ( ! | ] i\ t ] 
granting of the authority between the States of ] ind M 
io ocd aea ot ] \ t ’ ott it pie { By R { 1> 
ma V4 | = rKeG l | int to ¢ 1 ( oO i 
fer | ted States ought to desire 1 ‘ il col nit ik 
care of thing’ like this without ada ne finan l burdens tothe k “Miera 
(rovernment. because as all of vou know, we ire up aga 
Situation to secure sufhe ent revenues to make the | deet bala 


Mr. Fattonx. Senator, is that the end of vour statement 4 
Senator Marrin. I do not have anything further unless some mem 


( Yt the committ might desire to ask me a questio ] 
ak st i trone as 1 can, though, that lam fully ina 
{ Tite ie | | i " ¢ ti'é } 
Mr. Favs Lre the ny « ( from t embh 
TT es 
(No respons 
Mr. Fauton. Thank 1 verv } se 
Senator Marrin. Ve miu I 
el ! ndeed 


pec ‘ fol the! vot P delph l \i oft 4 I 
j | Neo rw « { y117 colleagu Ors } v¢ athe m} 
ries YS to atte iand they ive ask il pel Ted " 
( mys so ve \ | ve (¢ ores l I] co Scot ( P 
idelphia. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR... MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE SIXTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF PENNSYI 
VANIA 


Mr. Huen Scorr. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I will not ta 
your time other than to Say I think that the mayo! of Philade Pp 
In ide ah exe elle t statement, and we have all of us every reasol 


proud of him. He has thoroughly explained precisely what ow 
problem is. He has spoken of thie importance of the amortizat 


feature i! d of the crowth of population. TI ere seems to he | ttl 
reason to doubt that the coming decade Ww 1] ly 


he population of the Delaware River Valley tha has the 


/ 
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decade. We are not prepared to meet it without additional trans 
portation facilities, and especially those facilities which will enable 
us to get across that Important river which is the center of our in 
dustrial wealth. 

For all of those reasons and for the reasons given by Senator Mvers 
I very heartily join in the support expressed for the measures which 
are before your committee, and I thank you for having heard me. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much, Mr. Scott. 

Senator Myers. I believe with your permission Congressman Hand 
of New Jersey would now like to address the committee. 

Mr. Fatzton. We will be very glad to hear from you, Congressman 


Hand. 


STATEMENT OF HON. T. MILLET HAND, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE SECOND CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 


Mr. Hanpo. Mr. Chairman, thank vou for the opportunity of appear- 
ing somewhat out of turn because of other commitments which I have. 

I represent the most southern area of New Jersey, the counties of 
Atlantic, Cumberland, and Cape May, which are situated outside of 
the actual area of the proposed port development, but nevertheless 
are an integral part of the metropolitan area of Philadelphia. 

We know in our district that the economic prosperity of our own 
econoly depends on the facility with which traffic moves in every 
way, that is, water, rail, and highway. It is of the greatest im- 
portance to southern New Jersey. 

[ clesire to associate myself completely with the excellent statement 
made by Senator Myers and the very impressive statement made by 
Mayor Clark of Philadelphia. 

[ want it to be known as far as my district is concerned we feel just 
as much interested in this proposed legislation as do those who are 
somewhat more closely situated to it. 

Thank vou very much. 

Mr. Fauton. Thank you very much, Congressman. 

Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Avcutncvoss. I ask unanimous consent that Senators Smith 
and Hendrickson of New Jersey may extend then remarks ut this point 
in the record. 

Mr. Fauion. If there is no objection that may be done. 

(The statements are as follows:) 

(For statement by Senator Hendrickson see Senate Public Works 
Committee hearings. ) 

(See statement of Senator H. Alexander Smith in this issue. ) 

Mr. Myers. Now we would like you to hear from Congressman 
Hardie Scott of Philadelphia. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARDIE SCOTT, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM 
THE THIRD CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Harpe Scorr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I have little to add to what has already been stated. The matter has 
clearly been set forth by the statements of Senator Martin, Senator 
Mvers “ll a Mayor Clark. | would like fo sav to the committee I join 
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in everything that has been stated in those statements and heartily 
endorse this legislation. 

Mr. Faution. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Myers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would 
like to call the Mayor of Camden, our sister city. Of course, they 
say Philadelphia is their suburb and we claim Camden is the suburb 
of Philadelphia. Nevertheless, the Mayor of Camden is here, the 
Honorable George Brunner. 

Mr. Fation. Mayor Brunner, on behalf of the committee I welcome 
you here today. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE E. BRUNNER, MAYOR OF THE CITY 
OF CAMDEN, N. J. 


Mayor Brunner. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee on Public Works, as 
mayor of the city of Camden I concur wholeheartedly in the remarks 
of Senator Myers and Mayor Clark of the city of Philadelphia. 

The city of Camden and the county of Camden in particular, and 
south Jersey in general, stand to obtain substantial benefits from the 
lnprovements that could only be provided for by a properly con- 
stituted public body with broad powers to use its assets and other re 
sources to finance the cost of construction and operation of any or all 
such projects. 

The city of Camden by itself and the smaller communities by them 
= Ives, or even collect ively, are not now nor could they ever hope to be 

such condition as to undertake the construction and operation of 
such projects. 

Financial debt limitations as well as geographical boundaries are 
oO! ly two of the many reasons why the development of the Philadel- 
phia Camden port area can be looked to froma bi-state authority such 
is agreed to by the States of New Jersey and Pennsylvania under the 
title of “Delaware River Port Authority,’ which compact is now 
ending approval by Congress. The proposed amendments to the 
ending bills in Congress, seeking to ratify this bi-State compact con- 

tutine the Delaware River Port Authority, would prevent the use 
of surplus revenue of self-supporting projects to support the construc- 
tion of much needed and desired Improvements that may or may not 


? 
} 
’ 
} 


rove in themselves to be self-supporting. 

Camden is living through an actual expel ience of an attempt to de 
velop a port district mainly by its singular financial support. Back in 
1927 the city agreed to contribute its resources by way of a loan of 
$190,000 annually to the South Jersey Port Commission to aid the 
commission to construct port facilities that are located in Camden but 
which serve the area known as the south Jersey port district, compris- 
ng seven counties in New Jersey extending from Mercer County, of 
\) hich Trenton is the county seat, to ¢ ape May. There is already due 
the city from this arrangement over $314 million. 

It must be conceded that it is generally recognized that this type 
of project serving such a wide area is not one that should be supported 
Ny only a single community. Well would it have been if this project 
WAS financially supported by other public and quasi-public bodies 
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or even projects located in the area that have proved to be more than 
self-sustaining. 

We have a right to expect the highest type of integrity and plan 
ning by such a public constituted authority which would undertake 
only the much needed improvements in the district, such as high-speed 
transportation in this metropolitan area, and so use its surplus rev- 
enues from either existing or proposed projects to finance these im 
provements. 

I am not unmindful of the objections that have been raised by the 
d amendments. 


various Federal agencies as summed up in the propos 
3, but I 


nor of the underlying statutes that give rise to these objection 
am firmly convinced that the geographic and economic conditions 
existing in this great metropolitan area are such as to warrant an 
exemption from the statutory requirements, 

I am quite certain that, after hearing the public 
nesses associated with me in the effort to obtain the highest possible 
development of the Philadelphia-Camden port area, that vou will 
agree that our requests are warranted: but if there remains any doubt 


in your minds, we invite your personal inspection of the area, which I 
ce you that what we are 


am confident will do more than just COnY 


and private wit 


1? 


asking is yust and right. 
lor these reasons I, as M \vor of the city of Camden ‘ge the adop- 
tion of the bills ratifying the ¢ ompact between New Jer and Penn- 
svivania constituting the Delaware River Port Auth«: vithout 
amendments limiting the use of its revenues. 
Mr. Fatron. Thank you very much, Mayor Brunner. 
\re there any questions from the committee / 
No response. ) 
Mir. Fanton. Senator Mvers. 
Mr. Myers. Congressman Walter was here 
Mr. Fanzon. LT understand he had to goto a meeting of the Judiciary 
Committee, but he will be back at another time. 
Mr. Myers. He will very likely be back 
Mr. Chairman, I would like now to call Mr. George B. Riley. who is 
ere on behalt of the American Federation ot Labor. 


Mr. Riley. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE B. RILEY, REPRESENTING THE 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Mr. Riney. Mr. Chairman. I want to make my statement verv brief. 
I am privileged to be one ot the parade of witnesses here this morn 
ng in support of the purposes of this legislation and to join our 
affiliated unions in the Philadelphia Camden area in this creat civir 
and industrial enterprise. 


I want to sav that J hope the committee Will give the legislatio 


full dispatch and with a minimum of amendments. 
Mr. Fk atron. Thank you very much, Mr. Riley. 
Are there any questions / ; 
No response. ) 
Mr. Fatton, Senator Myers. 
Mr. Myers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. we have 
Mr. Henry Shipherd, representing the CIO Council. 
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STATEMENT OF HENRY SHIPHERD, PRESIDENT OF THE CIO 
COUNCIL OF PHILADELPHIA 


Mr. Suieuerp. Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, | 
could not help think as I was sitting there that this is a very amazing 
spectacle in many ways Republicans and Democrats talking and 
supporting each other on a matter which is of very real concern to all 
of us. It struck me that if we could get together that easily on a 
matter of that sort maybe this committee ought to call a lot of the 
presidential candidates together and see if we cannot work the thing 
out and come up with a popular choice for President, because im an 
election year to see all you working together is perhaps a little strange. 

I want to add to that the fact that our union people in Philadel 
phia, the CIO in this case, have 100,000 members in the city proper and 
another 50.000 to 60,000 im the metropolitan area We are very 
creatly concerned about this problem of the port. As far as we see 
it how, We are living in a kind of bottleneck there, with the oreat 
expansion going on in Bucks County and also in Delaware, and across 
the river our people are hard put to it to find ways of transportation 
which will be reasonable. It is getting more and more costly for us 
to drive cars and it presents a far greater problem each year when 
you see the number of cars that come and go and clog up the arteries 
of the city. 


Therefore, we fee] strongly that as \J ivor ( lark said, the develop- 
ment of the entire port area long overdue. 
] suspect a great proportion of the tolls on these bride will be 


paid by our working people as they come and go in this area. There- 
fore we are willing to come here and @o-on record in support of the 


} 1? 7S 1 " ; " 
bills which have been proposed without any crippl ne amendment 

4 rp \ Iliny +1 1] y 1) ‘ . aa 
Wi are Willing to pay ie tolls. Weare willing to have moneys from 
these tolls above that which 1s neede tO maltall the Laciitities, ised 


to build additional facilties, because otherwise « ul people Will hot be 
able to get back and forth to work and will not be able to have decent 
places to live in in the surrounding areas to which they can get in a 
We are very g 
movement, the various Senators and Congressmen who have spoken. 
I might add that I do not do this in coming here just by reading i 
script. Ihave read a script and I think it isa 
[ have been a member of the Greater Philadelphia Board for a numbe 
f vears, and I have studied this matter and reported back to the 
union, and we are in accord with the program as outlined here today. 
I hope you will give it very serious consideration and grant the 
request we are making. 
Thank you very much. 
Mr. Myers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. I would 
ike to call Mr. Edwin E. Underdown, president of the Camden County 
Chamber of Commerce. 


reasonable time. 
olad to jon with others in the oreater Philadelphia 


ood sei ipt too, because 


oO 


, 
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STATEMENT OF EDWIN E. UNDERDOWN, PRESIDENT OF THE 
CAMDEN COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Unperpown. Gentlemen, I have a very short brief here. We 
did not go into the many reasons in this brief because we knew they 
would be presented to you many times over from other sources, so if you 
will permit me, I will only take a few minutes of your time. 

As president of the Camden County Ch: umber of Commerce I am 
the spokesman for our industrial, professional, and business member- 
ship, which form an important segment of the population of Camden 
County. Our chamber of commerce in Camden has worked hand in 
hand with the Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce for the establish- 
ment of a Delaware River Port Authority, because we know that. the 
creation of the bistate authority is vitally essential to the successful 
development of our area. I trust that in the few minutes allotted to 
me, I can likewise convince you gentlemen of that fact. 

In considering this problem you should know that 14 percent of the 
population of this country lives within a 100-mile radius of the Phila- 
delphia-Camden metropolitan area. Your ultimate decision in this 
matter is quite a momentous one that will affect many. I therefore 
urge you to conscientiously weigh and carefully consider each fact 
that is presented to you. LTassure you that every person who has taken 
the time to appear before you and attend this hearing is actuated by 
sincere and unselfish motives. 

Your right to at os this e ompact is derived crown article 1, section 

8, of the Federal Constitution, which says in part that Congress shall 
have power to regulate commerce with foreign nations and among the 
several States and with the Indian tribes. The power to regulate 
commerce among the several States was delegated by the several States 
to the Federal Government, so that commerce could flow unimpeded 
from one State to another. If you will examine into the minutes and 
records of our Federal Constitutional Convention, you will find that 
the founders of this Nation wanted commerce to flow freely and un- 
trammeled between the States. Hence the delegated constitutional 
power. 

Your consideration of this compact must be within the framework of 
our Federal Constitution and your particular inquiry should be: Does 
the compact approving the Delaware River Port Authority impede in 
any way the flow of traffic between the States of Pennsylvania and 
New Jersey in the area of the Delaware River that comes within the 
jurisdiction of the proposed authority ? 

_ I state to you without fear of contradiction that the proposed au- 
thority will aid and e xpedite the flow of traffic between the States of 

Pennsylvania and New Jersey. It will be you gentlemen who will be 
impeding the flow of interstate traffic if you fail to approve this com 
pact in its original form. I even go further and state that by failing 
to approve this compact you are acting in derogation of your sworn 
powers and contrary to the mandate of the founders of this Nation, as 
expressed in the commerce clause of the Federal Constitution. 

The Philadelphia-Camden metropolitan area is divided geograph- 
ically by the Delaware River. The interstate population living in this 
area live normal lives that are not restricted by this interstate bound- 
ary. Every day there are literally thousands of residents of both 
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States that cross this interstate boundary for purposes of business, 
employment, shopping, recreation and travel. As a result there is a 
constant flow of traffic in both directions between these two States. 

Between the cities of Camden, N. J., and Philadelphia, Pa., 
only interstate artery is an eight-lane bridge with shuttle subway 
service operating on it. We need more interstate crossings over this 
river, Whether they be additional bridges or tunnels. We need high- 
speed transportation at the interstate level so that the people of both 
States can freely cross this interstate boundary and so that urban 
traffic congestion resulting from the possand necessary use of the 
private car can be minimized. Ten vears ago it was only on abnormal 
holiday week ends such as the Fourth of July and Labor Day that 
we would have bumper to-bumper traffic congestion on the Delaware 
River Bridge. Now it is a daily occurrence every morning and every 
night, although we have recently increased the traffic capacity of the 
Delaware River Bridge by two additional trathe li: wes 

The civic- minded leade rs in = communities and those officials 
charged with responsibility by the electorate to solve this problem have 
made a conscientious study of the over-all picture. It is our matured 
and considered judgment after years of actual experience and research 
that the many facts of this interstate problem can only be solved by 
the creation of a Delaware River Port Authority, which bistate agency 
could FO forward and affirmatively solve these interstate problenis. 

This port authority is not the brain child of selfish interests. On 
the contrary, it is sponsored by the people of this great metrop yitan 


area, Who ane spoken through their respective State legislators and 
by the gubernatorial approval that has been given to this legislatio 
by the eae the State of New Jersey al d the Commonwealth 
of Pent Vivanhia, Those iffected at the Si ite i low it | vel nave 
spoken. They have stated emph tbh lly that they want thie Dela Lr 
River Port Authority. 

We now come to Washi oTton and we Say to you & itlemen t ip 
prove this compact, but we seek your appro' ul within the deleg ted 
constitutional power that Congress possesses. When our forefathers 
drafted the Federal Constitution and wave vou ventleme nas Federal 
legislators the power to re culate commerce between the State . tne 
never intended that you a thwart the wishes of the majority as 
expressed at the local and State level to pops the whim and « iprice 
of unknown and unide ntified onbene nts of il FX in, Who must of 
necessity represent special interests. 

On the contrary, your inquiry if pursued along constitutional lines 
will be to ascertain what effect such a compact will have on interstate 
commerce as it flows ove1 the Delaware River in the area nder juris- 
diction of the port authority. An inquiry along such lines can only 


result in the unanimous approval by this committee of the compact. 
When we obtain your approval, we folks at home prophetic ally look- 
ing into the future visualize after the establishment of the Delaware 
River Port Authority that our interstate problems of additional river 
crossings, Whether by bridge or by tunnel, high-speed interstate trans- 
portation, interstate traffic and river development will be ~~ by 
the bi-State authority. As a natural consequence, there will be in- 
creased urban and suburban development on both sides of the river, 
increased ratables for our communities with resulting increases in 
business in all of our localities. But, most important, there will be a 
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valuable saving of time to those citizens who have to make the inter- 
state t ripe very day between the two States. We enthusiastically and 
with sincerity of purpose urge each and every member of this com 
mittee to vote affirmatively in favor of this compact. That is the plea 
of the membership of the Camden County C hamber of C Seiitind 

I thank you. 

Mr. Fatiton. Do you want to insert your full statement in the 
record ? 

Mr. Unperpown. I would like to present it. Unfortunately we do 
not have them here. but I would like to mail to each member of the 
committee a copy of this. 

Mr. Fatuon. The members of the committee would like to ask you 
some questions. 

Mr. Dempsey. 

Mr. Demrsry. You referred to the opponents of this legislation— 
the special interests. Whom do you have in mind? 

Mr. Unperpown. I will only answer you in this manner: This is 
something we have been fighting for many, many years. 

Mr. Dempsey. You made the statement. 

Mr. UnpErRDOWN. ree ee oe oe eee passed 
in the States of New Jersey and Pennsylvania. We did at that time 
have known opponents who were out in the ae n, and it was a very 
bitter fight. Fortunately, after being defeated once in both States 
we were successful in having this become a fact and it was approved 
by both of the States. 

Now, we, of course, do not know of any and cannot put our finger 
on any opponents as far as the national picture is concerned. We are 
only fearful because we fought at the State le vel that perhaps some 
of those opponents might be working at a national level. I would 
not wish to mention any names. 

Mr. Dempsey. You have analyzed the part the Constitution played 
in this Sa then tnndadied wk te Geltdmnithes and I am glad you did that 
because it seems to me that enters into it. 

Mr. Unperpown. I am frank to admit 
the chamber it is over my head. 

Mr. DONDERO. | have a comment that folle ws the |] ne of the com- 
ment ¢ f mv colle: acue, (sovernor Dempst Vy. of New Mex oO ‘These 
two bills present a somewhat wide departure from bills that this com- 


4] | , 
that as representative for 
I 


mittee has been accustome “| to cons ide or. Has vour association, either 
of Pennsylvania or New Jersey, discussed and examined the legal 


questions involved in this proposed compact M4 

Mr. Unperpown. I will answer you in this manner: That this has 
been not something that has arisen within the past month or year. 
We have actually had this in mind for the past 20 years. I believe, 
sir, that certainly the legal angles have been taken into consideration. 
Certainly, because it has not only been our own association, but it 
has been the State governments and the various municipalities that 
have entered into this. I myself am not an attorney and | could 
not answer that. 

Mr. Donprro. It was necessary for me to be before another com- 
mittee this morning, and I did not hear all of this testimony, but it 
seems to me the two bills do present some ‘onstitutional que tions. 
I have exami ied them only brie fly and [ h ype there is a leo il brief 
that this committee might hs ive the benefit of. 
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Mr. Unprerpown. I am quite sure that perhaps the notes or com- 
ments of Mayor Clark, of Philadelphia, will cover that subject which 
vou have just spoken of. It was a very able and excellent presenta- 
tion. 

Mr. Donvero. Very well. 

Mr. Unperpown. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Myers. Mr. Chairman, we have several other witnesses, but I 
would first like permission to enter appearances for many who are 
here who do not desire to testify. Could we have that permission 
at the close of the hearing to enter appearances for any persons who 
are present but will not te stify ¢ 

Mr. Fatuon. Yes. 

Mr. Myers. If that be so I would like, if there be any who are 
here present and who do not desire to testify, if you would see Miss 
Burr, the deputy attorney general of Pennsylvania, and she will see 
that that information is entered in the record. 

Mr. Fauuon. Before you introduce the next witness I would like 
to ask you several questions. One is that back on March 17, 1952, 
this committee passed H. R. L900, which created a New Jersey Penn- 
svivania joint commission with jurisdiction over a subject similar to 
what we are considering here now. I was wondering, does this legis- 
lation differ from that in any way? 

Mr. Myers. Might | ask that that question be directed to Mr. 
Joseph Costello, who is the expert on the subject ¢ I think he better 
than anyone here present could answer that question. Or, Mr. Russell. 
Mr. Russell is counsel for the Delaware River Bridge Commission, I 
inderstand, and is the gentleman who has done all of the legal work 
m these compacts, I think he is the best qualified man present to 


answer your question. 

STATEMENT OF HENRY E. RUSSELL, ATTORNEY, REPRESENTING 
THE DELAWARE RIVER JOINT COMMISSION, BRIDGE PLAZA, 
CAMDEN, N. J. 


Mr. Russent. Mr. Chairman, if I have the information correctly in 
1h) nad, Ho Ist Resol tion 4900 ce lt with the Delaware River Joint Toll 


Bride Con ssion, an interstate commission of the same two States 
which is frequently confused and is confusing. Its jurisdiction began 
vith the freeing of bridges north of Trenton across the Delaware 
fiver. Your recent legislation has extended ompacts between the 
States to jurisdiction down to about the Buck County line and does 


not conflict in ar y way \ ith the treatment of the ] wer } irt. or vou 
might say the port part of the river, which covers in substance Phila 
delphia and Camden and the south, which is the subject of the bills now 
before you. , 

Mr. K \LLON, Mr. Russell, hi ivbe you can answer al other q iestion 
I had in mind. ‘fod 


On April 22 they had a ws article in one of the Trenton papers, 
I think, regard to the Tacony-Palmvra Bridge. There some 
litigation in the courts on that now. Has that subject bi leared up? 


Mr. Russevt. Yes, sir. The Supreme Court of the State of New 
‘se | ts ecision a cd determined the « ise, The et ett ‘tT 1S 


hat title to the Tacony-Palmvra Bridge, which is involved here. and 
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the Burlington-Bristol Bridge, slightly farther north than the Tacony- 
Palmyra Bridge, is vested in the Burlington County Bridge Com- 
mission. The transfer of that title had been attacked. The Supreme 
Court reached its conclusion and it has been entered. I believe there is 
an applicat ion for a writ of certiorari by some of the defendants to the 
Supreme Court of the United States which is pending. 

So far as can be foreseen the only effect of a reversal, should it be 
reached, would be that title to those two bridges might conceivably be 
determined to be in the original sellers, in which event under the legis- 
lation now pending before your body and under H. R. 4900 the 
Governors may decide which of these two bodies shall be entitled to 
take over or acquire, rather, the Tacony-Palmyra Bridge in their 
public operation and ownership. 

I hope I am referring, sir, to the matter which you mentioned. 

Mr. Fatton. That is right. Thank you very much, Mr. Russell. 

Mr. Myers. We would now like to present to the committee Senator 
Alexander Smith, of New Jersey, who, I think, will also speak for 
his colleague in the Senate. 

Mr. Fation. Senator Smith, on behalf of the committee may we 
welcome you over here today ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. H. ALEXANDER SMITH, SENIOR SENATOR 
FROM NEW JERSEY 


Senator SMITH. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
thank you very much for your courtesy. I am appearing here for 


my colleague, Senator Hendrickson, also, who is tied up at the mo- 
ment with some hearings of the Judiciary Committee, of which he is 
a member. He is the chairman of the subcommittee there and 


wanted me to apologize to the committee for his not peeing here in 
person. He hopes to get here before the hea Ing ends, and in any 
event will probably file a statement of his own on this matter. 


Mr. Chairman, with Senator Martin, of Pennsylvania, and Sena- 
tor Dutf, of Pe nsylvania, the two Senators from New Jersey have 
Joined in introducing Senate bills 2187 and 2188, which are identical 


with the House bills now before you. I simply want to appear here 
endorsing these bills and to express the hope and conviction that they 
should be approved without any conditions attached to them that 
would limit the scope of the joint autho ity of the two States. 

We have been into this quite fully with members of our various 
staffs, and it has been under study for a long time. The respective 
Governors of the two States are very much concerned with this 
matter, 

I might say Governor Driscoll is in town today and you will prob 
ably hear from him later this morning. I hoped to meet him here, 
but he has been detained at another hearing he is attending. 

I wanted to endorse the position of the Representatives from Penn- 
sylvania and the Representatives from New Jersey who have been 
testifying here before you and wish to state that the two Senators 
from New Jersey are entirely in accord with this legislation and hope 
it can be approved without any if’s, and’s, or but’s, or without any 
changes by Government departments. 

It seems to us that the port authority in order to do its job cor 
rectly in handling these matters should have the same kind of freedom 
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of action that the New York Port Authority has for the New York 
and New Jersey area, which you have been very familiar with and 
which has been very effective. 

I want to make this brief statement in behalf of Senator Hendrick- 
son and myself in endorsing these bills and hope that your commit- 
tee will approve them in the form in which they have been presented. 

Mr. DONDERO. Senator Smith, let me ask you this question : Do these 
two bills ask for exactly the same authority that existed in the com- 
pact between the State of New York and the State of New Jersey / 

Senator Smiru. I cannot say whether it 1s identica but in talking 
to Governor Driscoll about it, his idea of the two pieces of legislation 
s that they should be exactly the same, with the same kind of author- 
ity for this authority in south Jersey between Pennsylvania and New 
Jersey as we have in north Jersey between New Jersey and the State 
of New York. 

Mr. Donvero. In other words, Senator Smith, if this committee 
should approve these bills we will not be doing anything more than 
was done between New York and New Jersey, for New Jersey and the 
State of Pennsylvania? 

Senator Smiru. That is my conception of it exactly, Mr. Dondero. 
I am glad you brought that question up because we have been con- 
sidering hat and we cannot see any reason why there should be a 
difference of authority between these two areas which are identical 
in the kind of operation they have to cal ry on. 

Mr. Dempsey. Senator, there have been several witnesses, as you 
have pointed out, who hope there would be no ifs, ands, or buts, or 
amendments. I understand if there are any amendments it means 
that the bill is dead and that the work could not goon. Is that right? 

Senator Smiru. I do not want to speak categorically, of course, 
for my colleagues in New Jersey, but I could say it is my impression 


from talking to the authorities in New Jersey that we simply cannot 





vo on with it if the amendments that have been suggested are put in, 
Mr. Dempsey. One of the witnesses stated that if there are restric- 
ve amendments, then you cal not carry on. 
Senator Smiru. That is my understanding, that we cannot carry 
with the kind of amendments proposed by the Bureau of the 
Budget 
Mr. Farnuon. One of the amendments proposed by the Bureau of 
the Budget is that the income on the bonds shall subject 1 Fed 


Senator Smiru. I could no - r that fron tual knowledge. 
I would have to have that looked up, or probably some other witness 
ould nswel that 

Mr. Fattonx. Would a Federal income tax on the income of these 
onads prevent o1 diseoul wwe the building of this project ¢ 

Senator Smirn. I am not sure of that point. The thing that con- 

tour group more pal ularly was these limitations on how the 
ould | las between different methods of t1 portation, 

tt] pe! od that there must b date the \ e1 iid 
ot charge any tolls any further. That was the thing we felt should 

bir r] } ne Ww th the leg lation in Nev Yor 

Nin FALLON That Sa depart re trom pl sent la in the Bridge 
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other purposes except transportation and also not having an amortiza 
tion date. We had that on all bridge authorizations made by this 
committee since I have been a member. 

However, what I wanted to know is, one of the objections of the 
Bureau of the Budget is that it be Federal tax exempt. Would that 
have any bearing on whether this project would be built or not? 

Senator Smiru. I would have to ask my colleagues whether that 
would be final and conclusive. 

Mr. Fatiton. We will be able to develop that as we go along. 

Mr. Dempsey. If they are subject to Federal taxation, Senator, 
it would certainly prolong the amortization: would it not? 

Senator Smrru. I think it would, very definitely. I think that 
would be true. 

Mr. Fatxton. Thank you very much. 

Senator Smiru. Thank you very much, and I thank you again for 
the privilege of appearing here for this brief statement. 

Mr. Fation. We appreciate your coming. 

Mr. Myers. Our next witness. Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, is your colleague, the Honorable Charles Wolverton of 
New Jersey, who resides in the area adjacent to the entire port of 
Philadelphia. 

Mr. Furron. Let me say at this point, before Mr. Wolverton testi- 
fies, that it is the desire of the committee to continue on this afternoon. 
I understand that there are just 6 hours of debate on the floor. I say 
that now because if you have a schedule you can spread it for the rest 
of the afternoon. 

Mr. Myers. We are all very grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, for that 
courtesy. 

Congressman Wolverton. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF NEW 
JERSEY 


Mr. Wotvertron. Mr. Chairman and members of the Public Works 
Committee—— 

Mr. Fatiton. Congressman Wolverton, I must say I have had the 
opportunity to appear before your committee many times and I hope 
we can show you the same courtesy you have always shown us. 

Mr. Worverton. I appreciate those remarks and certainly anyone 
who knows you and the members of the committee who are here this 
morning would expect the most courteous treatment here, just as you 
have indicated you have received in the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce across the hall of which I have had the honor of 
being a member for many years. 

Mr. Donvero. May I say to the gentleman from New Jersey that 
the same courtesy has been accorded to me before the gentleman’s 
committee in days gone by. 

Mr. Worverron. Thank you, Mr. Dondero. Gentlemen, I do not 
know of any subject on which I could appear before a congressional 
committee and feel it was closer to my heart than the subject matter 
of the proposed legislation. I do not suppose there is anyone in the 
room who has the intimate knowledge over as long a period of time 
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as I have with respect to the portion of the Delaware River affected by 
this legislation. 

I was born on the New Jersey side, My father before me and my 
grandfather before him, thus for over a period of one hundred and 
more years my family has been identified with the Delaware River. 
I am conscious of the fact that this legislation is a matter of tremen- 
dous importance to the future dev lopment of our two States on either 
cide of the Delaw: are River, cove red by this partic ular legisl: ation. 

In the first place, it was my privilege as a member of the State Legis- 
lature of New Jersey in 1918, when I was speaker of the house of 
assembly, to introduce the original legislation under which the present 
bridge between Philadelphia and ¢ ‘amide n was constructed. Asa part 
of that legislation a vehicular tunnel from North Jersey into the State 
of New York was also built. Thus. 1 I have had intimate contact with 
legislation affecting crossings of the Delaware River. In addition 
to that, during my service in the assembly of New Jersey, I worked in 
cooperation with the legislature representatives from the State of 
Pennsy!vania with reference to the toll bridges existing all the way 
up the Delaware River from Trenton and above. | 

When I came to Congress it fell to my lot in 1932 to introduce 
the legislation that provided for thi compact between the States of 
Pennsylvania and New Jersey under which the present bridge 
been operating through the agency of a joint commission, composed 
of members from the State of Pennsylvania a1 d from the State of 
New J¢ rsey. 


From this you will see that I have had some very particular inte1 
est in Delaware River crossings. I say this with all sincerity: I havi 
never had the opportunity of speaking for any matte: which oun 
State or our adjoining State was interested, before anv conimittee that 
has brought before that committee suc] i disting shed or as | 
been bro ioht here today n favor of this leo “1avtion, i th room 
are men who are leaders in the political hfe of our two Stat 
who are outstanding leaders n bi ness, in labor and in every activity 
that goes to make up a great community s ha lates to t ( 
of Philadelphia and southern New Jersey. 


Wi have waltinge To be heard and fo. that reason my remarks 
will be very brief the Governor of t 
with the same sincerity as was displayed by the Mayor of Philad 
phia this morning and by » Mayor of ¢ amden. has at all times been 
interested den weenie will pron iote the welfare of the State 
of New Jersey. The work that he has done in connection with this 
has been outstanding. 

This leoislation passed hy the leas] tures of | th ~tavctes Omes 
before you as the result of ¢ areful study and consideration, I know of 
no sub ject that has been presented affecting this locality that has 
had such close and careful consideration as has this legislation. So 


far as L know there is not nf mag ges. Brome sng respect to the neces 
sitv for this legislation or for the method ehh s provided by these 
bills to carry out the dhindhives that cians. intere Ale in the wel 


fare of the two States would like to see enacted by the Congress 

I think you must have been impressed, as I was this morning, with 
the sincerity with which the mayor of Philadelphia presented his rea 
sons for this legislation. It is true that he has only been the mavor 
of that city for a very brief time, but I think we must all agree that 
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he has shown an understanding of basic elements that mean progress 
in his community, and you could not listen to his words this morning 
without being impressed with the sincerity based upon conviction with 
which he spoke. 

Now, some questions have been asked that would indicate that this 
is some special privilege that is being asked, as if it were something 
that set aside the policies of our Congress. It may be that in some 
particulars it is different. Circumstances require that it be different. 
I think we are all aware of the fact that legislation is seldom passed 
that does not require some kind of consideration for situations dif- 
ferent from those which the general objective of the particular type 
of legislation seeks to meet. It has been pointed out before you this 
morning that there are really only two situations that are comparable 
to this question of interstate bridges between New York, Pennsylvania, 
and New Jersey. The Hudson River divides the jurisdiction in the 
New York area between the State of New York and the State of New 
Jersey, and the Delaware River makes a similar division in the south- 
ern portion of the State of New Jersey between Pennsylvania and 
New Jersey. Nowhere else in the entire Nation, to our knowledge, does 
a similar situation exist. ‘That is, where a great port such as New 
York or Philadelphia is divided between two States. 

I think you will all agree with me that if this were entirely within 
the State of Pennsylvania, or the State of New Jersey, it would not 
be necessary to come here before this Congress asking approval. These 
two States could do the thing they both desire through the action 
of their respective legislatures and the approval of their Governors. 
We are here today for only one reason, and that is the constitutional 
provision that requires approval of Congress of compacts or agree- 
ments that are entered into between two States. 

Now, when you look back to the beginning of things and give 
consideration to the reasons that entered into that provision being 
put into the Constitution, I think it indicates very plainly that our 
forefathers never contemplated a situation such as is presented to 
this committee with this legislation. Bear in mind what was the 
particular reason; and, of course, with the study that my good friend 
from Michigan has always made in matters historical I would be ready 
to be corrected if I am wrong, but that provision of the Constitution, 
requiring congressional approval for State compacts, was made a 
part of the Constitution because at that time there were jealousies 
existing between the several States; there was a lack of confidence 
between the various States. There were suspicions between them, 
and particularly with reference to the strength that might be exerted 
by strong States as against the weaker ones, or by a combination of 
States in any one section of our country as against those in another 
section of our country. 

Therefore, LO give assurance agwainst these fears, there Was pul into 
the Constitution a provision that no two States could agree together 
on matters by compact or otherwise except where they had the ap- 
proval of the Congress. 

When vou look at this particular matter that is before you in which 


1 
} 


we, of necessity, because ot that prov ision, must mnie before you and 
ask for approval, I think you will all agree with me that a situation 
like this, of course, was never in contemplation by our forefathers, 
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and certainly was not within their contemplation with respect to the 
reason for congressional approval of compacts. 

Before I mention the particular features that I think probably you 
will wish to hear about, I want to picture to you and give you a vision 
of what has happened, what is happening and what will happen in 
the Philadelphia-Delaware River area. I say without fear of con 
tradiction, there is no area in the United States, to my knowledge, at 
the present time, that gives such promise of future development as 
does that of the Delaware River in the area covered by these bills. 

On the Pennsylvania side we have the great industrial city of Phila- 
delphia that we are all proud of, no matter from what section of the 
country we come from. The industries of Philadelphia are numerous 
and varied : too much so for me even to begin to speak n detail of the m. 

On the New Jersey side, the same thing is true. All down the New 
Jersey side ot the river are industries of Nation-w de and world-w 1deé 
reputation. There is the great plant of the RCA Victor Co.: the 
great plant of Campbell’s Soup Co.; the New York Shipbuilding Co., 
that has built some of our greatest marine contributions both to war 
and peace. Along the river is the great oil industry on both sides of 
the rivel Cities Service, Texaco. Socony Vacut in, Gu # Atlantic i 
Sinclair. Sunoco, and others. 

Just north of the city otf Philadelphia there is ben & constructed 
a great, immense steel plant. It is nearing completion. It will prob 
ably be the largest in the entire United States. ; 


In addition to this on the New Jersey side, a ly another great 
steel company, the National Steel Co., is about to locate its plant 
below Camden. . 

I could go on and on with refere) to the importa sd 
trict from an industrial standpoint. The same thing true of it 
residential characteristics. 

I wish the membership of this committee cou " 1? any 
dav in the morning hours from 7 to 9 on the New Jerse ae of the 
river and see the tremendous traffic that is end no te oss that 
bridge at the present time. It makes it a bottleneck tf { Oot seriou 
proportions and of great disadvantage to the people of southern New 
Jersey. Then if you come with me in the afternoon hours when thes¢ 
workers are returning from the city of Philadelphia you will see the 
same thing occurring. The citizens of Pen: svyivanhla \ ( WO) 
New Jersey are similarly affected. 

Gentlemen, this just cannot go on without relief. Thes Is that 


we have here are seeking that relief not ol 1\ to pro’ ie additional 
, > 47 


crossings, but to utilize all that is in the port of I udel pl nort 
and south of the city on either side of the Delaware River. to ¢ Lie 
it to proceed, to progress, and to measure up to w required of if 
The necess ty of amortization and limit ne the 1 for tak ig 
tolls is mentioned. Whence the idea that becau { O \ 
empowered to use tolls from bridges for other enter} es that : 
necessary in the development of this area, vo meth 
wrong ¢ I cannot see any log nit whatsoev: | | 1 i} 
expression, it would be along the lines we are most familia th 
The State of New Jersey contributes its taxes to the Federal Gov 
ernment a large amoul t. We do not vet 10 cents out of the do 
hack so far as Federal projects are concerned in t Qy of © 








42 DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY AND JOINT COMMISSION 


In other words, the strong must support the weak. New Jersey is 
not objecting to the help that is given to some States that would not 
be in a position themselves to carry on these great Federal enterprises 
that mean so much for them. That is our contribution in New Jersey 
to the progress of our Nation. The tolls that come from these bridges 
are a part of the contribution that is made for this whole area. How 
long that will be I do not know. Maybe it will be 30 years. Maybe it 
will not be. Maybe it will be longer. I cannot tell that. I know, how- 
ever, that many of these enterprises that will be entered into, as indi- 
cated by the mayor of Philadelphia and the mayor of Camden today, 
are only in their beginning stage. They are like babies, so to speak, 
that have to be built up and have to be supported until strong enough 
to support themselves. But, looking into the future they are going to 
be of tremendous value to the district in promoting interstate 
commerce, 

Gentlemen, all we are asking you to do is give us the same ad- 
vantages in south Jersey and in the Philadelphia area that has already 
been given to the northern portion of our States as between New York 
and northern New Jersey. There is no difference in principle. There 
is no difference in what we are asking. 

The record of Congress in these matters has been mentioned. It 
was only in the last year or two that there was approved a compact 
between Missouri and Illinois which in its purposes is practically 
identical with this. That bill went through on the consent calendar 
both in the House and in the Senate. I do not think the committees 
in either the Senate or House even held hearings on it. It was ap- 
proved and it was passed because that section required that particular 
type of legislation. We are not asking anything that violates the 
Constitution. We are not asking anything that places any burden on 
the Government of the United States or on its Treasury, and the wit- 
nesses who will follow me with respect to some amendments that have 
been proposed will show you that before coming here, over a period 
of some months they took these matters up with the several depart- 
ments of the Government, with the Department of the Army, with 
the Department of Commerce, with the Department of the Treasury, 
and I think with the Bureau of the Budget. 

[It is rather difficult sometimes to get hearings with the Bureau of 
ithe Budget on matters of legislation. I think they would often be 
help d if they did vet some outside advice. especially on projects such 
as this. As a result of the conferences that were held amendments 
were drawn in language that we understood would be satisfactory to 
those departments. They will be offered to you here today. I do not 
think there is any basis on which, any just complaint can be made. 

There is much more I would like to say, but Governor Driscoll of 
New Jersey is here and I feel I have encroached too much on his 
time. 

I will ask the privilege of including at the conclusion of my re- 
marks a statement I have prepared which I would like to have made 
a part of the record if you have no objection to doing so. 

‘Mr. Larcape. Without objection the statement will be entered in the 
record at this point. 

(The statement of Mr. Wolverton is as follows:) 
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STATEMENT BY CHARLES A, WOLVERTON, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM THE FIRS1 
DISTRICT 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the House Committee on Public Works, there 
are pending before this committee the following bills that are identical in lan 
guage and objectives: 

(1) H. R. 5502—Delaware River Port Authority, introduced by Mr. Wolverton, 
of New Jersey; H. R. 5508, introduced by Mr. Barrett, of Pennsylvania; H. R 
5629, introduced by Mr. Walter, of Pennsylvania. 

In the Senate an identical bill (S. 2187) has been introduced by Senators 
Hendrickson, Smith, Martin, and Duff. 

(2) H. R. 5503—Additional crossing of Delaware River by either bridge or 
tunnel, introduced by Mr. Wolverton, of New Jersey * H. R. 5509, introduced by 
Mr. Barrett, of Pennsylvania; H. R. 5628, introduced by Mr. Walter, of Penn- 
Svivanila 

In the Senate an identical bill (S. 2188) has been introduced by Senators Hen- 
drickson, Smith, Martin, and Duff. 

All of these bills relate to the Delaware River Joint Commission, a bi-Sta‘e 
agency created by the States of Pennsylvania and New Jersey. This corporate 
agency of the two States was created by a compact made between the two States 
in 1931 which was consented to and approved by the Seventy-second Congress 
on June 14, 1932 (47 Stat. 308). 

fhe principal function of the Delaware Kiver Joint Commission under the 
1931 compact and 1932 consent has been the operation and maintenance and the 
financing of the vehicular bridge over the Delaware River from Philadelphia, 
Pa., to Camden, N. J. This is the only highway bridge connecting the two cities. 
The Commission was also given various other powers for promoting use of the 
Delaware River and the Philadelphia-Camden port area as an instrumentality of 
commerce, and a limited power to improve transportation of passengers over the 
said bridge between Philadelphia and Camden These additional powers were 
to be exercised only subject to prior approval by the two legislatures and, put 
suant to such approval, the Commission has heretofore established a high speed 


line over the br dge. 


Use of the bridge has increased to a point beyond its proper capacity, and it has 
become apparent that an additional crossing of the river between Ph ladelphia 
and Camden must be provided. In addition, growth of population in the territory 


New Jerse y bevond Camden east of the river, which has become an area su 
rban to both Philadelphia and Camden, gives rise to pressing need for ray 





transit facilities running from Philadelphia eastwardly over the river int he 
territory extending as much as 55 miles from Camden. And lastly, for the com 


merce and welfare of the Philadelphia-Camden port area, the Commission must 
be put in a position, as a port authority, to satisfy public needs for terminal and 
transportation facilities 

i nder parallel le slation adopted in 1951, the two Stat 


eements amending and supplementing the original 1951 « pa Phese oO 
A iendatorys compacts are the subjec t matter, respectively, of a he bil hie 
fore mentioned, which would give the required constitutional consent of Con 
gress to the hew compacts 
First, I will mention the objective of H. R. 5508, H. R. 5509, and H. R. 5628 
Chese b Is, as previously stated are similar and relate ft the shorter of th 
two new compacts. They merely add a new article XII—-A to the 1931 compact. 


By the added cle, the Commission is given power to finance and construct an 
lditional CTOSS1LUZ (either bridge or Tunnel) between Phi ade Iphia and Camdé n. 

e located 2 or 3 miles south of its existing bridg Other incidental provisions 

at ncluded in the new article, regulating the undertaking of the new construction 
‘ larifying and modernizing the incidental powers vested in the Commission. 
These bills will each give the consent of Congress to this first amendatory com 
pact subject to all of the usual reservations customarily made by Congress it 
p ng Similar consents Each will further zive the consent of Congress to the 
mstruction over the navigable waters of the Delaware River of the proposed 
‘w interstate bridge or crossing and will permit the Commission, like other 


ilar authorities or commissions, to combine into one pr ject for purposes of 
financing and operation the new crossil gand any othe r of the facilities it | rovide S 


f he public As under the original legislation, the toll arrangements continue 
be subject to review by the Secretary of the Army and are required to be 
reasonable 


Second. L w | now make reference te H. R. 5502, H R moOOS, H R. 5629 
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The other and longer amendatory compact is the subject mater of the above 
mentioned bills which are also similar in language and purpose.. This compact, 
the subject matter of each of he above bills, makes a number of amendments to 
articles I, II, 1V, XI, and XII of the original compact and adds a new article 
XIII consisting of definitions. Aside from the mere clarification of incidental 
powers and provisions, the principal effects of the new compact are (1) to con- 
vert the Commission to an authority, changing its name to “Delaware River Port 
Authority,” (2) to define as a port district the area of its operations in Pennsy]- 
vania and New Jersey, (3) to authorize establishment of the necessary rapid 
transit system from Philadelphia out into the New Jersey communities, and (4) 
‘o authorize the port authority, subject to prior approval by the State authorities, 
io provide the terminal and transportation facilities needed for the commerce and 
welfare of the port district and acquire a privately constructed bridge northerly 
of its existing Pihladelphia-Camden bridge 

Again subject to all of the usual reservations made in such cases by 
gress, each of the bills heretofore mentioned would give the necessary constitu 
tional consent to this amendatory compact and, similar to H. R. 5503 and kindred 
bills, will permit the Commission te combine all its property for purposes of 
unified management, operation and financing 

Neither of the two proposals covered by these bills involve Federal funds in 
any way, and approval of the compacts and projects by the Congress through en 
actment of these bills is urgently needed for the public welfare and safety in the 
Philadelphia-Camden area. 


the Con 


The bills represent the latest and best thought with respect to develop 
ment of an area that extends into the States of Pennsylvania ii New Jersey 
On the Pennsylvania side of the Delaware River it includes the city of Philadel 
phia and all the surrounding area covering many Square miles that are of a 
highly industrialized and residential characte In addition to this, it should 
be realized that the Philadelphia area includes numerous and varied industries, 
and the port of Philadelphia is second in importance in the entire United States 
Its wharves, docks, piers, terminals, and warehouses are extensive On the New 
Jerse side of the Delaware River there are like se numer d iried indus 
tries, some of the of Nation-wide and world-wide ig cance, such as the 
plants of the RCA-Victor, Campbell Soup ¢ Esterbrook Pt works, and New 
York Shipbuilding Corp. In addition to these, many of the g t petroleum col 

‘ Su s Cities Sei e, Texaco, and Socony-\ ‘ stablis 
ments located along the river. Further south are the Du Poi t ¢ plants. In fact 
the industries inge and snia are too numerou ‘ i j whole south 
‘ ortion N ir irt and ree ¢ ‘ ndust1 
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respect to any locality existing entirely within its own boundaries, the 


would have no authority or jurisdiction in 


of Pennsylvania could have enacted 
Philadelphia area New Jersey could have 
the south Jersey area without any 
because it is necessary to 

becomes necessary fo 
becaue the Federal Government 
for such is not the cass As a matte! pac 
obligation or other responsibility And, vet 


bills only affect two States, and, only 


0 


{ 


cross a State line fe 


t is subjected t 


t 


the matter what 


Similar legislation and 


lone the same th 


permission Oo! ap roval 


an harge, e3 


t 


notwithstanding 
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soever. The Sti 


ceontined 


ing with respect 


of Congress B 


ir of any 


iv « pendicture, 
it is free and cle; 


accomplish the desired resu 


seek approval of the Congress This is necessary 


a ane): 
the fact that these 





; a portion of them at that, we are met w 
certain objections by departments of Government whost representatives thir 
should have been done in some other way than that agrees ‘ by th 
state 

In all seriousness, I ask what do they have to do with it This is a mat 
for the States, not the Federal Government Neither of the bills obligates tl} 
Federal Government to a single penny; they do not burden even their respecti 
States with any portion of any debt that may be incurred. The port ith 
alone would carry the expense and it would be paid out of the re es receive 
from the several sources of income. I fail to see why the Budg ae 
the control of the President, to deal with the fiscal affairs of G 
ernment, should take upon itself the responsibility of telling two States wl 
they should do in this important matter, affecting their welfare and that of tl 
citizens If the bills created any debt on the part of the United States Gi I 
ment, then I could understand the right to object But such is not the case 

The unfairness of the attitude of the Budget Bureau is still further evidence 
when it is realized that it forms its opinions without formal hearings wher 
interested groups can express themselves 


A study of the reasons that prompted tl 


eonsen 


into between States convinces 1 








insertion in the Constitution 


Col pacts ol - 


reements 


me that it was never intended to cover si 
such as is presented by the State compacts no hefore this cor itte 
purpose for this provision in the Constitution ist be considered in tl 
of conditions existing at the time the Constitution was adopted At ft 
there was rivalry, suspicion, jealousy, and lack of confidence in the St 
toward the other. There was fear upon the part of the s! ler State 
might be gobbled up by combination of States, one section was arra 
another section Therefore, to give assurance that combinations be 
or more States would not be entered into it was req ed that all « 
agreements between two or more States must ive ‘ resslo 
Certainly, no one will contend that the compacts before tl con 
relate to small portions of two States will be detrimental to the we ! 
of the other States of the Nation 
When the fundamental purpose of the congressional approva 
Constitution is considered it can be readily seen why compacts 
similar character have been approved throughout our entire histor 
formality For instance in the Eighty Congress, second sess 
approve an interstate compact creating | e Development Ager 
politan District Between Missouri and iS was ¢ ete in the Ser 
House without hearings or even debate This S. J. Res. 174, Re 
was identical in purpose with the present bills now before this ! { 
affected only a part of the two Stat hime ( y of St. Louis and the « 
of St. Louis, St. Charles, and Js rson in Missour ind Madis« St. ¢ 
Monroe Counties in Iino TI his respect as we s to othe 
tial features, including collecting reve from all facilities and usi 
facilities as a whole, the Missouri-I S ct was ide il with tl 
Jerseyv-Pennsylvania Port { in received unan is ‘ 
oth Houses of Congress and was s ed } the President I 
note that neither the Bureau of the 1 ‘ | her 
ernment made any objection . OV S | a 
he pertinent questio I f cle his legis B 
f the Budget? If it w © 1 tl i 
jection, and, I believe it : en OS kes 1! 
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the Members of House and Senate in the legislatures of both States and the ap 
proval of the governors of the affected States, have approved a program for an 
expanded development of a limited area in two States, that someone in the 
sureau of the Budget, without hearings or contact with the interested parties, 
should feel qualified without any knowledge of the background of reasons that 
has prompted the legislation to set himself up as being of superior mind, and 
proceed to tell how it must be done even though the suggestions made would 
wreck the whole program. 

The suggestions made by the Bureau of the Budget show an utter lack of busi- 
ness principles. If the objections made by the Bureau were carried out into fields 
of transportation and business in general it would bring chaos. For instance, 
it is common experience in the operation of railroads to find that either freight 
or passenger traffic is carried at a loss and that it is therefore necessary to per- 
mit revenues from both to be treated together and the rates for each fixed thereby. 
In New Jersey the Publie Service Corp. operates electric, gas, and transportation 
facilities. The funds for each are mingled to permit advantages that otherwise 
would not be possible. 

Nothing could show the utter ridiculousness of the position taken by the Bureau 
of the Budget in suggesting the unfairness of permitting tolls from bridges 
to help other necessary projects, than to realize how many of our States by 
the taxes they pay into the Federal Treasury help support other Federal facili- 
ties and objectives in other States that are not able to carry the same. Neither 
the States of New Jersey or Pennsylvania or the citizens of either begin to get 
a return from the Federal Government for the taxes they pay, but no one ex- 
pects the theory of the Budget Bureau in this matter to be accepted in the ex- 
penditure of Federal funds. The truth of the matter is that the program that 
permits the stronger facilities support the weaker is no different than what every 
businessman, no matter how humble his business, applies to his own business. 
Without this right as contained in these bills the whole project would fail. We 
must have the bills as passed by the Legislatures of New Jersey and Pennsylvania 
and approved by their Governors 

In addition to the objection that no bridge or tunnel tolls should be used 
to initiate other port development projects, it is also insisted that the port author- 
ity be limited to starting only projects which could be proved to be self-support- 
ing. Another would require that any bridge or tunnel must be toll-free within 
50 years 

It is agreed among sponsors of the bills as introduced, that these restrictions 
would mean the doom of the high-speed lines, bus terminals, truck terminals, 
new piers, airports, and other projects contemplated in the port authority pro 
tram Such restrictions are not contained in the Port of New York Authority 
legislation nor that of the Missouri-Illinois Bi-State Authority The same 

justify 


reasons that justified ignoring such restrictions in those bills equally 
these being ignored in these bills. 

I am in entire accord with the views expressed in an editorial in the Courier 
Post, published at Camden, N. J., issue of April 9, 1952, entitled, “Port Authority, 
Second Crossing Periled at Washington.” I direct your attention to that portion 
of the editorial reading as follows: 

What the bureaus are trying to do is centralize 
Agencies not responsible to the public overriding the will of the public as ex 
pressed in the actions of its elected representatives 
It will be a disaster for Philadelphia and south Jersey if such 
bv the bureaucrats scuttle the second crossing and port authority 

‘Tt will be a disaster for the entire Nation if the bureaucrats are to estab- 
lish a power-seizing precedent by forcing the National and State legislatures to 


government at its worst. 


interference 


bow their whims in any such case 

The presence today of these witnesses in such great numbers from the Phila- 
delphia-New Jersey area affected by this legislation demonstrates beyond any 
doubt the overwhelming, in fact unanimous desire of all parties to have these 
These men are the most outstanding and representative busi 
the whole area They have come here at great in 
our favorable 


bills approved 
ness and civie leaders in 
convenience and sacrifice today Their views are entitled to have y 
consideration 

Mr. Larcape. Does that complete vour statement, Congressman / 
Mr. Worverton. The necessities of time require me to complete it. 


Chere is much more I would like to have said. 
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Mr. Larcape. Thank you for your cooperation. You are quite 
right. We have many witnesses still to be heard. If you will remain 
seated members of the committee would probably like to interrogate 
you further. 

Mr. Donvero. I have no question, but I do want to comment that 
if this was a callous jury I am afraid it would melt under the fine state- 
ment you have made, 

Mr. Larcape. Are there any questions by other members of the 
committee ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Larcape. Thank you very much Congressman. We are very 
glad to have had you. 

At this time we ask Senator Myers to introduce his next witness. 

Mr. Myers. I would be very happy now if you would hear from 
the distinguished Governor ot New Jersey, Hon. Alfred Driscoll 

Mr. Larcape. The committee will be delighted to hear from the 
governor at this point. 

Governor, the committee is very o] id to weleom«s vou at this time as 
a witness. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ALFRED E. DRISCOLL, GOVERNOR OF THE 
STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


Governor Driscouu. First I want to express my appreciation, Mr. 
Chairman, for the privilege you have extended me to appear before 
the members of this distinguished committee and express the } ope ot 
the State of New Jersey that the compacts that have been entered 
into by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the State of New 
Jersey will be approved by the Congress of the United States. 

If I may have just a moment I would like to describe a scene that 
I observed late the other evenine as I was returning to Trenton from 
New York. I was proceeding in a southerly direction on our new 
turnpike and on my right | observed an airport. Fichter planes were 
being prepared for shipment overseas in substantial numbers Qnmy 


left almost immediately across from the airport and from the tum 
pike fighter planes were being hoisted aboard a flat-toy The airport 


was a busy place. Lights were on and a large number of people were 
engaged in the task of preparing the planes. 

The seaport was a busy place and a large number of people were 
engaged in hoisting these planes abo ird the flat Lop. The an port was 
operated by the New York Port A ithority. Runways have been 1m- 
proved by the port authority. It was taken over by the Port of New 
York Authority at the request of the city of Newark because the city 
of Newark found the operation of the an port beyond its means. ; 

\ few years ago that seaport Was run down and dilapidated. The 
wharves were incapable of hat din oO modern cargo-moy o Ta ties, 
Today it is a modern seaport. 

To me 1t Was a rather thrilling Ss oht becal se if demo! strates what 
the v itality of States can do to overcome the hand ap of a boundary 
line which was an accident of history, and how they can work together 
productively to improve the economy of a oreat industrial area and 
to serve the Nation. lor had \ hot had a oreat interstate agency in 
the New York-New Jersey metropol fan area that scene Wo ild nave 


been impossible, and it would never have occurred. 
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Basically what we are asking for today is the same opportunity 
for the States of Pennsylvania and New Jersey to serve another great, 
vital industrial area. I could cite to you the advantages that will 
accrue from an approval of the compact between the two States that 
was entered into solemnly by the representatives of the Common- 
wealth and the State, but I think there is one advantage that is more 
important than any other, which has perhaps gone unnoticed, and 
that is this: If the Congress chooses to approve the compacts the 
States will assume the full measure of their responsibility and do the 
things that the area needs done without recourse to the Government 
of the United States. That is a thrilling thought because there are 
a lot of faint-hearted people in this country who have apparently 
given up on our form of government: who have serious doubts as 
to whether the representative system can work in this modern indus- 
trial age of ours; and who wonder whether or not our Federal system 
ought not to be changed and whether we should not centralize the 
Government in its entirety in Washington. 

Mr. Dempsey. Mr. Chairman. 

Governor, the bells you just heard are an indication that there 
is a call for a quorum on the floor of the Hou: My name comes up 
rather hurriedly and I find it necessary to leave. I am very much 
interested and if I do not vet baek to hear your statement to the 
committee I shall certainly read the record 

Governor Driscotz. Thank you very much for the courtesy. I 
quite understand the exigencies of the situation. 

My plea in the first instance today is that you give the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania and the State of New Jersey an opportunity 
to make our representative system of government work. [ am sure 
vou will not regret the action, because it 1s quite significant that where 
Congres ;has given this autho ity to the States of New York and New 


Jersey every Governor of the two States for the past 30 vears has 
been prepared and, in fact, has stood up and said the action of Con- 
eress wis a wise one, and that the resultant activities on the part of 
the States has been beneficial. 

Just a bit further, if I may. with respect to the history of this 
proposal, In 1946 the distinguis ied junior Senator from Pennsyl- 


vania and I met in Philadelphia in response to manv suggestions from 


business interests of the area. I am sure that Senator Duff will 
remember that at that time we began to plan for the day when an 
interstate agency could begin effectively to promote the potential of a 
oreat area. 

‘I he (,overnor of the State of New Je rsey, as ( ongressman W olver- 
ton indicated, occupies a rather unique position in that my State is 
a part of two great metropolitan areas—one of the north and one 
of the south. As I have studied tha situation | have observed this 
to be the fact: That when you promote the economic well-being of one 
area you promote the economic well-being of the other area as well. 

We do not need to fear, as we approach this problem, the resultant 
competition that ma\ develop between various port districts, be 


cause on the whole that competition will be a healthy thing and 
develop the potential hot only of the specific aren, but of the country. 

Now then, the leoislature s of the two States havu gy spe ken. and 
the Governors of the two States having approved the legislation that 
has beer wlopted, d the two States havi 


yr entered into a solemn 
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compact, it would be wise in my judgment for the Congress of the 
United States not to whittle away the power that we have asked, 
because in this constantly changing period in which we are living 
we ought not to restrict unduly the enterprise of our State govern- 
ments and their State agencies. 

We can be sure, completely sure, that the interstate agency that 
is created by these compacts will be responsible and responsive, sub- 
ject to the public welfare of the two States, and that with consider- 
able freedom of action it may be expected to do the things that the 
people of our areas want done. We need these additional CTOssINYsS 
of the Delaware River and we need them how. We have delayed 
Too long. ; 

The present bridge between the city of Philadelphia and 
city of Camden is called upon frequently to carry 100,000 vehicles 
in the course of a day. It is already overloaded. In the event of 
a catastrophe that area will be stricken because of the lack of trans 
portation facilities within the area. 

We need | igh speed transportation. We ne d new additional 
facilities along the Delaware, and we need them now. 

I am very hopeful that the compacts in their present form will be 
approved, and I am sure that history will record if they are approved 
in their present form that the action will be recorded as a wise one. 
Cherefore. for these reasons, I favor the adoption otf appropriate 
legislation to accomplish our purpose. 

First, it W il] be a vote of confide nee in our form of government that 
will give us an opportunity to demonst rate the \ itality ot our State 


the 





governments and their State agencies. 

Secondly, il will promote the economy of 01 e of our most mport int 
industrial areas. 

Thirdly, it will give us an opportunity specifically to build the 
facilities that are so badly and urgently required. 

I do not believe that the grant of power to the States will in any- 
Wise jeopardize the general welfare of our Nation. Quite to the 
contrary, I think it will promote the general welfare of our Nation. 
The objections that have been filed, as ] understand It, to the proposed 
legislation, while well intended, undoubtedly are not applicable under 

e peculiar circumstances that exist in the Philadelphia-South Jersey 
metropolitan area. 

Our traffic is largely local Our ] eeds are largely CoO! fine to this 
ereat area. Our ability to finance will be placed in great jeopardy. 
Instead of having 1 dyn mic agency we would be compelled to rt ly 
upon a static agency. I submit that the Congress of the United 
States every time it has been confronted with a choice between a 
dynam te approar h toa parti ular problem on the one har d and a 
static operation on the other in th part cular field where the issue 
has been called to its attention, has chosen to support the dy aumMic 
theory. 


Thank you, 


Mr. Farnton. Thank you very much, Governor Dris . for the 
very enlichtening statement 

Mr. Myrrs. I know you must recess very shortly Mr. Fallon. but 
since the junior Senator from Pennsylvania, the Hono e James 


Duff, has left a very important meeting on the Senate side and it will 
be very unlikely he will be able to be here th fternoon, we wonder 
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if you could hear him now. We would be very grateful if you could 
hear him now. However, that is a matter for you to decide. 

Mr. Fatton. How long will your statement take, Senator ? 

Senator Durr. About 5 minutes. 

Mr. FALion. Senator, we are losing members very rapidly, as you 
can see. It might be possible that I will be the only one here. If it 
were possible for the members to answer this roll call and come back at 
2 o'clock, that would be helpful. 

Senator Durr. I do not want to inconvenience the committee. 

Mr. Far LON, The chairman has ho control over the W ill of the House 
and as you see, all of the members have left to go to the floor. I am 
just al little bit afraid if we do not leave now we are voing to miss this 
roll call. 

Senator Durr. That is all right. 

Mr. Faution. If it is agreeable, the committee will reconvene at 
2 o'clock this afternoon. 

(Whe reupon, al [2:20 p. ™., the ( ommittee recessed until 2 p.m. the 
same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Fatton. Gentlemen, the Public Works Committee of the House 
will resume hearings on the House resolutions for compacts between 
the States of New Jersey and Pennsylvania. 

At the outset, members of the committee, I have correspondence here 
from Representative Chudoff, of Philadelphia, which I would like to 
put in the record at this point, without objection. 


(The statement of Mr. ¢ hudoff is as follows :) 


CONGRESS OF HE UNIT S11 ES 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C.. May 20, 1982. 
Congressman GEOR H. PALLON, 
House Ofice Building, Washinagto J). ¢ 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN FALton: I understand that you are chairman of the sub- 
committee that ill ve testimony on Wednesday, May 21, 1952, concerning 
H. R. 5502 and H. R. 5503, introduced by Congressman Walter, of Pennsylvania. 

These bills provide for a port authority for the port of Philadelphia, and set 
up a financial plan whereby the tolls collected from the Delaware River Bridge, 


between Philadelphia and Camden, N. J., can be used as a basis for financing the 


other bridges between the two States 
These bills are slightly different from the General Bridge Act of 1946, which 
1] 


provides that all toll bridges must be self-supporting and toll free by amortiza- 
tion within 50 vears 

I understand that the Bureau of the Budget is seeking to offer amendments 
to H. R. 5502 and H. R. 5503 which would knock out the entire Philadelphia 
Port Authority plan, as far as finances is concerned, and we would be unable 
to erect the new bridge between Philadelphia and Camden, which is very badly 
needed because of the present traffic conditions 

Members of the Philadelphia government will appear before your committee and 
explain all of the details to the committee. The Philadelphia Chamber of Com 
merce is also sending a representative, and I understand that the New Jersey 
authorities will also be present. 

I feel that in order that the traffic problem can be met, which is a traffic problem 
to the city of Philadelphia and south Jersey commuters, that H. R. 5502 and 
H. R. 5503 should be reported favorably by your subcommittee, without 
amendments. 

Sincerely yours 
E ART. ¢ Htport Vember of Conare S&. 


Copy for Michael J. Byrne, assistant to the mayor, city of Philadelphia 
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Mr. Fation. Senator Myers. 

Mr. Myers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, our next 
witness is the distinguished former Governor of Pennsylvania and 
now the junior United States Senator from Pennsylvania, the Hon- 
orable James Duff. 

Mr. Fation. We are glad to have you, Senator. I am very sorry 
we had to ask you to come back. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES H. DUFF, JUNIOR SENATOR FROM 
PENNSYLVANIA 


Senator Durr. That is pertectly understandable. I understand 
your problems because I have them just the same. 

Mr. Fation. I understand you have your work in the Senate al 

Senator Durr. Extracurricular activities. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I very much appreciate the privilege 
of making a few remarks on this problem and I will try to be as brief 
as possible. I think everybody is convinced of the famous develop- 
ment that there is in the area of these projected sates datas and 


also of the imperative and immediate necessity for the facilities to 
provide for the tremendous industrial and population eisaeh in this 
area. Therefore, the problem is how are they going to be immedi 


ately provided. It is either by a compact or by the Federal Gover 
ment. 

As I understand it, there is no immediate undertaking by the F‘ 
eral Government to provide any of the facilities. Insofar as the «« 
pact is concerned, I would just like to remind this distinguished grou; 


or committee that in his later years Justice Brandeis made a remark 


that to me was one of the most important things with regard to F¢ 
eral Government. that anyone has made. That was that unless we 
are going to have a completely engrossing and smothering bureau 
racy of the Federal Grevernment that there had to be some ot 
method other than calling upon the Federal Government to do t} ( 


things, whereby the States by their own initiative or by collaborati 
could assume a part of the responsibilities rather than coming t 
Washington for them. 

Justice Brandeis recommended interstate compacts as the only 
method that he knew whereby you could get away under the 
tution from the necessity of coming to the Federal Governme 
that aid, and at the same time give more immediate action than vou 
could probably get by way of the Federal Government. 

I know you centlemen are aware of the tremendous progress that 
has been made in the compact for the cleaning up of the Ohio Valley, 
wherein 12 States have joined in the determination to free that great 
industrial area from pollution and to give an adequate supply of 
drinking water to all of the great areas there, because the Ohio River 
is practically the only source of water, both for industrial and domes 
tic use. , 

Now, here it seems to me that unless this compact is approved we 
are voing to run into immensely more difficulties if the Federal] Gov 
ernment should undertake to do it than we would by the comnact 
method. As you know, and as T do. havine been Governor of the 
Commonwealth at the time that much of this legislation oriaimnat d 


— 
/ 
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in the States, there is the problem in the local communities and 
the various States of access to the area where these general facilities 
are to be provided. So that instead of getting away from the lack 
of problems if the Federal Government were to handle it, it seems 
to me it would be more complicated by reason of the fact that imme- 
diately the question will arise as to whether or not the Federal Gov- 
ernment is transgressing on States and local communities by the 
approaches to these facilities and their construction. 

Another reason that I am greatly in favor of and urge upon you 
the favorable consideration of this legislation is that in the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania we had an agreement with the Federal Gov- 
ernment for the cleaning up of the Schuylkill River. As some of 
you may know, especi: ally those of you who are from the eastern part 
of the countr y. the Se huylkill River is one of the main sources of water 
supply both for industrial and domestic use for the great city of 
Philadelphia. 

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania entered into an agreement 
with the Federal Government that the commonwealth would clean 
that river up from the source to Norristown, a distance of about 90 
miles, if the Federal Government would immediately after the States 
had concluded their part of the agreement clean it up from Norris- 
town to the sea. The reason that was so necessary was not only on 
account of the naval yard in Philadelphia and the filling-up of that 
harbor with silt, but also because the complete clean-up was necessary 
for the health of Philadelphia. 

During the time I was Governor the Commonwealth spent $35,000,- 
000 on that job and completed that part for 90 miles from Morristown 
to the source. Yet although several years have elapsed the Federal 
Government has only made a token compliance with their agreement, 
and with all of the other obligations that the Government has for 
defense and flood control, and so on, there } is no immediate prospect of 
that being accomplished. 

That leads me to believe that the best possible method in view of 
our experience in whtch to handle this job of these facilities in the 
neighborhood of Philadelphia is to allow the States to do it, because 
they not only are eager to do it, but they can do it, and they can also 
do it without any tax burden on the States, or without any whatever 
on the Federal Government. 

Both the States of New Jersey and Pennsy Ivania have had a very 
fabulous experience with facilities by toll. We have a toll road 
across Pennsylvania approximately 327 miles long. That is all toll. 
We also have other facilities so that no one is obliged to use that toll 
road if they do not want it. 

Under Governor Driscoll’s administration in New Jersey, as you 
know, they have also erected a fabulous toll road there. Those are 
os luxe accommodations that the people who use them pay for. In- 

ead of finding great op position to that method of construction the 
fest is that it has been ne redibly Success ful. It has anticipated 
many years the pe ‘riod that conservative engineers estimated would be 
necessary to pay for them by that method of improvement. Therefore 
hoth New Jersey and P ennsylvania are going to have available in a 
few years free, which are now toll, two of the finest highways any- 
where in the universe. They have both been done without the tax- 
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payers paying anything for it e xcept insofar as the -y want that de luxe 
service and pay for it when they use it. 

Therefore, to sum the whole picture up as briefly as I may, I fee! 
that 

The facilities to be provided by this compact are imperativels 
necessary. They ought to be undertaken immediately and if the com 
= is ap proved they will be undertaken immediate ly. 

. Following out Justice Brandeis’ observation that this is one way 
to pre vent the continnous enlargement of the facilities and powers a1 
uses of the Federal Government, this can be done by respecting the 

ights of the States and by the States being willing and eager to do 
t and to provide it, which they are, and which they will move upon 
mediately if it is provided. 


The fact that the Federal Government is making available 
present means to do it. As you ret heard, and I will not embarras 
the record with any expatiation of it, but nevertheless I will make ; 


statement on it, as a result of the Aste discovery of ore in South 
America that can best be utilized in the United States by water traffic, 
the area in the immediate vicinity of where this bridge will be is the 
area in the eastern part of the United States where there nati 
rally occurs as a matter of economic law and demand the expansion 
of facilities that are going to be so tremendously expanded that with 
out the immediate construction of these works they are going to be 
greatly handicapped. 

Therefore there enters into it the matter of national defense 
Then it seems to me there is this further observation to make: As 
result of the floods we have had in the upper Ohio, in Pennsylvania 
and Kentucky, and around Cincinnati. and all the way clear dow} 
to Cairo, and what you have had in Missouri this year with those 
tremendous floods. it seems to me the Federal (;sovernment is Fron cy 
to have its hands full with expenditures in order to prevent the re 
currence of those floods and to prevent them rather than to do som: 


thing after they have occurred. They will have the expenditure of 
very, very oreat sums of mone \ that cannot be allocated in any way 
as I see it among the States. Therefore this method of doing this pa 


} 


ticular job will make it free for the Federal Government to rende1 

rtain absolutely imperative services in the way of flood control t] 
cannot be paid for by tolls. 

Therefore this method has the double advantage of freeing the Fed 
eral Government from the expenditure of vast sums of money which 
it can use for river improvements that are necessary, and at the same 
time allow the States on their own and without coming to the Fed- 
eral Government to obtain the desired result immediately in order to 
meet the situation and meet it without any expense to anyone at all 
except those who use it. 

It has been proven in both of these States by facilities that we a 
ready have that they are willing, able, and anxious to do it on a t 


} 


basis 

That summarizes in brief my analysis of the picture. 

Mr. Fatiton. Are there any questions by the members of the 
committee ¢ 

Mr. Aucuincioss. I have a question. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Auchincloss. 
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Mr. Aucuincioss. Senator, I understand that similar and identical 
legislat ion has been introduced in the Senate. Isthat correct? 

Senator Durr. Yes, sir. I have the honor with Senator Martin to 
be one of the sponsors of a similar bill in the Senate. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Has any action been taken by the committee in 
the Senate ? 

Senator Durr. No, sir; except there has been some discussion of it. 
but no definitive action. 

Mr. Avucuincioss. The legislation is sponsored by you and Senator 
Martin. 

Senator Durr. And the two Senators from New Jersey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Avcnincioss. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Fatiton. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Durr. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Myers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would 
like now to call as a witness Assemblyman Charles H. Evans from 
the State of New Jersey, who will speak for the Camden County 
Mayors Association. | understand that association represents about 
32 mayors from the Camden area. 


Mr. Evans. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. EVANS, REPRESENTING THE CAMDEN 
COUNTY MAYORS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Evans. My name is Charles H. Evans. Mr. Chairman and 
gentlemen, my presence here today is at the request of the Camden 
County Mayors Association, whom I am very proud to represent. 
lor over two decades this nonpartisan association has worked for the 
greatest eood of the oreatest number of residents in the county of 
Camden. Thirty-two cities and towns are represented by this organi- 
zation, and 90 percent of the population of the couuty is included. 

When the Delaware River Bridge between Philadelphia and Cam- 
den was built 25 years ago the needs and opportu ities of southern 


New Jersey were well recognized, and in part provided for in that 


structure. Since that time both the needs and the opportunities have 
increased tremendously. The future prospects are now staggering, 
due to the great industrial expansion which 1s com ne to the Delaware 
River Basin. 

Over 50.000 persons daily commute to Philadelphia from south 


Jersey counties for either business, shopping, or amusement reasons. 
This is only MI drop in the bucket. though. compared to the tuture 
populations involved if adequate transportation is available. ‘There 
is a much larger undeveloped area in New Jersey that is closer to city 


hallin Philadelphia than presently exists in Pennsylvania it elf. lor 
over BU years this development has been held back by one Ching 
inadequate transportation, 


In these days of congested highways adequate transportation means 


to a large extent rail transportation 

When the engineers planned the present bridge between the cities 
ot Philadelphia and Camden many years ago they in luded in that 
structure at the cost of about SLOOQOO000 a prov ion for high speed 
rail lines at the side of the highway lanes. | understand that this 
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the need for this rail service spread out through the adjacent counties 
over five existing railroad tracks. ‘Today this rail line runs over the 
bridge from Philadelphia to a terminal in Camden. ‘The extension 
of this rail service to handle acequately present populations and fu- 
ture growth can only be made possible through the new powers of the 
Delaware River Port Authority. Under such an authority no State 
credit is pledged and no State funds from taxation are used to main- 
tain the services. The revenues to support the authority are det ived 
solely from tolls. In othe ‘Ty words, those usilhny the services are the 
only ones who pay for them. 

The Port of New York Authority has already amply proved that 
forward thinking in transportation of all kinds, highway, rail, water, 
and air, with all of | he facilities which augment these methods 4 
transportation, can dey = an area with vast benefits to all. For 
many years the people in south Jersey and ggg ularly in Camden 
County have watched the erowth of that area, and they know that 
the same progress is possible for them r Masee the Delaware River 
Port Authority. 

The compacts for this port authority and the second Delaware 
River crossing are now before this committee, after having been over- 
whelmingly supported by the legislatures and Governors of the two 
States involved. In addition, these compacts are supported almost 
unanimously by the civic, business and aay tical organizations on 
both sides of the De ls aware River in the areas affected. Any ame nd- 
ment to prevent the use of excess b ridge tolls exce pt for other b ridge S 
or tunnels will scuttle the port authority by making impossible many 
of its major benefits. 

In the iirst place, it will nullify even the orig nal expectat on of 
high-speed rail transportation over the bridge and throughout south 


Jersey. Aside from the need for other highway access across the 
Delaware River in the Philadelphia-Camden metropolitan area, there 
Is a desperate need for relief on the exist ne streets in that area. One 


of the quickest and most economical wavs of obta hinge this relief is 
nthe more complete and efficient use of the rail lines already in service 
on a limited scale. The port authority will make this possible if 


approved without amendment. 


In the second place, it 1s only thi eh the authority that river 
transportation ay be developed tO meet mnereans ry aemal cls of the 
STOW INGE industrial hoom which the whole Delaware R ver Ba in 1S 
now facing. The Camden County Mayors Association joins with the 


many others who are petitioning you to recommend the approval of 
these two compacts without amendment. 

Mr. Fautton. Are there any questions by the members of the 
committee / 


( No re sponse. ) 


Mr. Fauton. Can you tell me whether the bridge terminates or 
begins, v vhichever side it terminates or begins on, In any of the towns 
that you represent ? 

Mr. Evans. The bridge terminates in Camden. and Camder rep- 
resented by the Mavors Association. 

Mr. I ALLON. There Is ho objection to the bi ace V the mayor 
f that town, is there ? 

Mr. Evans. You mean the proposed crossing? I ought you 


meant the present bridge. 
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Mr. FALLON. No. I am talking about the proposed crossing. 

Mr. Evans. The proposed crossing, the site of which has not been 
set, would probably touch two of the communities which are repre- 
sented by this organization. 

Mr. Fatton. Isthere any objection on their part 4 

Mr. Evans. I have heard no objection . 

Mr. Fartton. Are there any other questions by members of the 
committee ? 

Mr. Donpero. Who fixes the toll charges ? 

Mr. Evans. On the present bridge, the bridge commission. 

Mr. Donpero. On any bridge that might be constructed under this 
compact. 

Mr. Evans. The port authority would fix the tolls. 

Mr. Mack. Would toll charges be the same for the people of 
Pennsylvania and New Jersey and the people of other States ? 

Mr. Evans. Evidently thev would be the same for everyone. 

Mr. Fatiton. Would there be anything known as a commuter ticket ? 

Mr. Evans. They have such a service now on the bridge. I assume 
some such service would be available. 

Mr. Fation. That is at a reduced cost ? 

Mr. Evans. That is, for continuous service throughout the month 
they can buy a commuter’s ticket at a reduced cost. 

Mr. Fatton. Are there any more questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Farton. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Evans. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Myers. Since there has been much reference, Mr. Chairman, in 
this hearing to the New York Port Authority, we thought you might 
like to hear from Mr. Daniel B. Goldberg, assistant general counsel 
of the Port of New York Authority. Iam sure he can be very helpful 
to the committee. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL B. GOLDBERG, ASSISTANT GENERAL 
COUNSEL OF THE PORT OF NEW YORK AUTHORITY 


Mr. Gotprerc. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
a representative of the Port of New York Authority, here to support 
the adoption of H. R. 5502 and 5503. Since the Port of New York 
Authority is the model for the compacts under consideration, our 
experience should give the committee some indication of how the new 
Delaware River Port Authority compacts would work. 

We most definitely oppose the restrictions sponsored by the Bureau 
of the Budget to prevent the pooling of the revenues of the authority's 
facilities. We know from our own experience that such a restriction 
would destroy the whole purpose of the compact. It has been the Port 
of New York Authority's ability to pool its revenues which has per- 
mitted it to provide most of the facilities it operates for the public. 
Without the ability we would not have been able to assume the burden 
of operating most of our various public terminal facilities. I am even 
clear that without the ability to pool our revenues, the Lincoln Tunnel 
would have been an impossibility and we would not now be able to look 
forward to any new crossing of the Hudson River when it is necessary. 

The fundamental point here is that these new compacts are trying 
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to create a port authority, not simply a bridge authority. The State 
of New Jersey und the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania are trying to 
establish this a-zency for continuing cooperation for a plan of regional 
development oi their joint port area. Since the program is so rela- 
tively uncommnon—at most there are only three or four bi-State re- 
gional development authorities—we are unimpressed by the Federal 
bureaus’ claim that the pooling and related provisions of the new 
compacts are a break with established congressional policy. In our 
opinion, there is no established congressional policy with regard to 
such regional development agencies—unless it is a policy to encourage 
their growth. 

References have been made regarding the mtroduction of the leg- 
islation to the General Bridge Act of 1946, which requires the termina- 
tion of certain bridge tolls within 30 years. In our opinion that con- 
gressional policy has no application to this situation whatsoever. In 
the first place, it must be remembered that there are numerous con 
gressional policies upon various aspects of this plan and it is not fair 
to single out the 1946 Bridge Act provision as if it constituted the _— 
indication of congressional purpose, For example, ( ongress has 
policy to promote airport deve ‘lopme nt, as witnessed b Vv the Feder: al 
Airport Act. Congress has a policy to encourage munic inal public 
ownership of marine terminals (40 Stat. 1286). Congress certainly 
must have a purpose to encourage States to solve their regional prob- 
lems instead of running to Washington and dumping the cost of their 
solution on the Federal Government. Congress has no pores V against 
continued fair and reasonable tolls for tunnels or for intrastate 
bridges over navigable waters. The answer obviously is not to be 
found in the 1946 Bridge Act alone 

In the second place, by its own terms, the 1946 act does not apply 


here. It is restricted to those bridges for which (Congress gave 
blanket advance approval. In those cases Congress naturally pro- 
vided a toll formula since it was foregoing the opportunity to inves 
tigate each particular case. But when, as here, ie ipplication is to 
Congress directly, without using the blanket advance approv: il, 

have another situation. Then Congress is able to ‘dee the Se 


‘ 


ticular case on the merits and there is no oceasion for it to follow the 
1946 act police yb lindly. What then is the answer here / 

We feel that the answer should be found from a rounded considera- 
tion of the desirability of the entire program olf Pe nnsylvan a and 


New Jersey to provide this new agency for public improvements. 
Policy should be made here and now upor the conclusion that the 
States are proposing a forward step which is in the public interest and 


which should not be hamstrung by financial entintione on the new 
agency’s ability to finance itself as « Ire umstances require. 


It r suggested by certain Fe der: il | bureaus that cor itl ul r bridge 
tolls t » finance ot! her public IMprove ments would ener ean interstate 
trattic pete may be untair to bridge users, We respectfully submit 
that this is a narrow viewpoint. The States are interested in the 
iltimate advancement of the well-being of the entire public. The 
Federal bureaus act as if the only interstate traffic was bridge traffi 
and as if bridge users were hot ilso a part of the ceneral publ to be 
henefited by other public hiprovements. 

As f matter of tas t. to whatever extent the 1 iware R ver Port 


_ 


\ t] ority will he able TO i hieve the obje fives oft these compan 
. I 
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it will facilitate the flow of interstate commerce. Interstate commerce 
moves by air, water, and rail and through terminals, and not only over 
the highw: ays between the States. 

Use of any excess bridge revenues to advance the movement of 
commerce in these other ways cannot be said to be a net loss for the 
Federal objective of promoting the free flow of interstate commerce. 
The bridge user may also travel in other ways. And he is also a 
consumer of goods shipped by air, rail and water. His interest is 
not restricted merely to the lowest possible bridge tolls, but to the 
highest net possible standard of living. That is the objective of New 
Jersey and Pennsylvania in establishing this port authority and we 
urgently recommend that the (‘ongress accept the same oreat ob 
jectives and reject the Federal bureaus’ financial limitations which 
would cripple the entire program. 

We are clear from the expel lence of the Port of New Y ork Author- 
ity that if such hampering financial restrictions had kept us from op 
erating all of our , facil ties except our bridges, there would have been 
a great net loss to the Federal objective of promoting interstate com- 
merce in all #ts forms. 

In any event, the ability to pool revenues does not necessarily mean 
that bridge tolls will be used for other facilities. The other facilities 
may prove wholly self-supporting, as our Lincoln tunnel has. But 
bonds could not have been sold to finance it unless the investor had 
the pledge of pooled revenues of established fac one 

Apart from the validity of the wholly practical and important 
objectives of Ni VW Fee ind Pennsvlvania. the re is another reason, 
perhaps even h one! winkee should induce the Congress to consent to 
the compacts without ampering restrictions, I mean the encour- 
agement of State initiative in the solution of local problems and the 


1 


avoldance ol paternalistic Federal displacement or sstate leg lution. 
After all. while it is true that a State line cuts through the Delaware 
River port area, The tine 1s intaficial and actuall the entire compact 


idea is based on the f: cl th: if there Sa slngie commerce! | area. 
Solving the problems ot this area is a local problem. There are 
enough peelhie 5 Wh) eh cannot be solved at the low al le vel and which 
require Federal action. Sut when two States agree to bury their dif 
ferences and tackle a great local probli m of this sort, their position 


as soverelgon States and the entire political theory of our Govern 
ment requires that they be left free for the management of their own 


affairs 


The power to enter into an interstate compact sSnota powell derived 
from the Constitution. It exists because the States are sovereign. 
The Constitution merely imposes a limitation of congressional con 
sent under certain circumstances. The reasons for requiring that 
consent—and indeed the limitations upon the necessity for procuring 
if derive from the purpose of the constitutional provision As thie 
Supreme Court sald in sé veral cases headed DY Virginia Vv. / enness 


(14S 1 =< > ) a 


the prohibition is directed to the formation of at combination tending to th 
increase of political power in the States hich may encroach upon or interfere 
vith the just supremacy of the United States 

It s hard to see n these compacts any threat to Increase the potitl 


( i] power oT the States or interfere wit! Federal upremacy, Is 
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there not something offensive to the spirit of the constitutional coi 
sent prov ision ina proposal to attach conditions to that consent. which 
are not related to the purpope of preventing accretions of political 
power at the expense of the Federal Government? Is it not incon 
sistent with the purpose of the constitutional provision to use the con 
sent mechanism as a means of displacing bi-State policy in a pro 
gram duly adopted by two State legislatures and governors wit] 
somebody’ s idea at the Federal level of what the policy ought to be ¢ 

We are dealing here with sovereign States and not with private 
entrepreneurs. We are de aling with pub hic agenc les created to do the 
most good for the pub he and not with private corpor ations organized 
for personal profit, The bridges and all the other facilities created 
by the States and their joint agency will belong to the St: a And 
so will the toll collections. If the ‘y are not used for one public piu 
pose, the A must be used for another. Is it sound vovernmental t] eor 
for the Congress to tell the States just what public purpose the States 
property — serve ¢ 

On behalf « f the Port of New York Authority, the first ave! 
created for continuing interstate cooperation in the United State 
] respectfully urge the adopt ion of the pending bills without mod 
cations Which would make it impossible for the Delaware River Port 
Authority to assume its rightful place in the fam lv of effect 
regional development agencies of State government. 

Mr. Fanton. Mr. Smith. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Gol lbe rg, you would not object to a amenaine 
to these bills to provide that they be subject to the same tax 1a ts 


other similar authorities are now su bjee 't to. would vou / 
Mr. Gotpberc. In what respect ? 
Mr. Smirnu. Just to see that nothing in this compact tal 


to amend or In any way supplement the tax laws of the United Stat 
Mr. Gotpperc. There had been a history to that tax provise It 
now in a form which I understand is acceptable to both the repre 
sentatives of the two States and the Federal burea If tl meal v 
is, as I understand it, that this particular agency reated DV these 
compacts would be on the same footu Yas anv other State agen \ 
is certainly acceptable, but I certau ly am sure yotl would not, and 
Congress would not, intend by that proviso any special tax treatme) 
of this State agency. 
Mr. Smiru. In relation to some of the other proposals that ha 
been made, you would agree that the Federal Government has a right 


to see to it that there is no artificial barrier established in regard t 
the tre gin ton ition or crossing from one State to another 

Mr. Goutppere. That is cor 

Mr. Smuru. 7] ; at o Intringement of the State law there 

Mr. Gouprerc. Ther 0 tutional power to regulate the 

‘tivities 

Mr. Sarirnu. That is right. Does that not possibly provide fo) 
review of the type of tolls that are charged by the port author 


Mr. GroutpBerG. In the case of the New York Port Authorit tive 


bridge tolis are subject to review by the Secretary of the Army 








' 
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Mr. GotpzerG. I understand there were negotiations looking toward 
that end in this particular case. I do not know what stage they have 
arrived at. 

Mr. Smiru. In other words, in the law authorizing the compact 
there should be some authorization or some requirement that these 
tolls should be subject to review by the proper Federal authority, and 
I understand that is the Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. Goxpperc. In our case that is the control, and it has been very 
satisfactory. 

Mr. Smiru. In other words, if we established that type of review 
of the tolls then we would not be violating the sovereignty of the 
States. 

Mr. Goupperc. No. Not at all, because the 1906 General Bridge Act 
provision under which the Port of New York Authority operates and 
under which the present Camden bridge operates, calls for fair and 
reasonable tolls under supervision by the Secretary of War, and now 
the Secretary of the Army. I am sure no proponent of this bill wants 
anything except fair and reasonable tolls. 

Mr. Smiru. From the tenor of -your statement it made me think 
that perhaps the proponents of the authority opposed any Federal 
regulation. 

Mr. GotpperG. Not at all. The point I want to make is that there 
are two policies in present Federal bridge acts, and none of them 
necessarily applies to this particular situation, because Congress is 
now going to be asked to establish the policy for this bridge; but under 
the 1906 act under which the Camden and the Port of New York 
Authority bridges operate there is a requirement for fair and reason- 
«ble tolls, and the Secretary of War, now Army, is given the authority 
to supervise that provision. 

The 1946 act provision, which I do not think is relevant here, adopts 
a different policy, which I understand is being advanced by letters 
of the Bureau of the Budget on the subject, which I have read—it is 
being advanced as a reason why you should attach to this compact 
a condition prohibiting the pooling of revenues of this particular 
facility. It is that proposed provision against pooling which I am 
asking the committee to reject. 

Mr. Donvrro. Do I understand you to say, Mr. Goldberg, and 
maintain, that so far as this committee is concerned there is already 
a precedent where a tol] bridge has been completely amortized that 
that bridge instead of being made a toll-free bridge could still be 
maintained as a toll bridge and the revenue used toward other facil- 
ities? Isthat your position and is there a precedent ? 

Mr. Gotpperc. The Camden Bridge itself is that situation. Our 
bl idges are others. I am sure there are dozens more. 

The point I wanted to make in addition to that point—and that 
policy is perfectly acceptable here—but the point I wanted to make 
beyond that is here you have an opportunity to establish the right 


policy for this particular situation. Here you have two States com 
ing together after heart-breaking effort to establish a new period 
of interstate cooperation, modeled, quite frankly, after our successful 
experience at the northern end of New Jersey. We think that the 


( xample which has worked up at our end of the State deserves a right 
to be applied in southern Jersev and Penns) lvania. 
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Mr. Donprro. Are you doing that now in the State of New York‘ 
Mr. Gotpperc. The Port of New York Authority is a joint instru 
mentality ot New Jersey and York. The bridges between the two 
States are under our supervision at the Port of New York Authority. 

Mr. Donprero. That is under the authority ‘ 

Mr. Gotsperc. That is right. 

Mr. Smiru. In relation to the Port of New York Authority, Mr. 
Goldbere, today your revenues come from \ ut tunnel ina yo 
(,eorge Washi ton Bridge and Staten Island Bb: idge sthat the one 

Mr. Gotpserc. All of our revenues are pooled 

Nir. SMITH. Are they the only source of revenue for the New York 
Port Authority , 

Mr. Goupperc. We have some 16 facilities. You mentioned the 
bridges andtunnels. We have the airports and a group of other inland 
and marine terminals, and a new bus terminal. They add up to 16 
facilities. The revenues of all these are pooled und s ip] Oorteach othel 
if necessary. 

Mir. SMITH. Could you give me In broad terms without a break 
down those facilities which give youa surplus of revenue from which 
you support some other facility which is not self-supporting ‘ 

Mr. Gotpperc. Yes. All of our bridges and tunnels, I think, now 


are self supporting, although that Wiis definite ly not true for many 
4 . 


years, Our Port Authority Inland Terminal Bu Ldn Is se lf support 


ng. Port Newark, a facility leased from the city of Newark, is self 
supporting this year for the first time. 


I do not think there are any others. but I am not sur I t 


that would complete the list. 


Oh, there is another—a grain term nal we have a gi tel 

which the State of New York Wiis losing i. fot of 1 oney, ind they 
thought we would do a better Job of t thai { i i ( ith 
Phat is self supporting At th present ti L\ I | 
elf pporting \ ould de our alrpol! ‘ 

tI thn now a I real ic] o ho rte f 

ry th if pos tion tor 

| mula pont ( I add Lion to the pres ( y te 

t l rl reventl ot ertalh Ta ities t« } aot 

it nec tv for many of the facilities w hare me [ pp or 

d ci W Vol a nevel Vt be it! ( i ] t 

would not have been able to pledge the pool i revenues l 
every Tac lity from the Lincoln Tunnel on is in that position. lt 
was onhy oul abil ty to pledge pooled revehtles V ( seticen tL Poss t 
to furnish them. I know the Lincoln Tunnel and the grain terminal 
ang port Newark are such. We found we had to go back and pledg: 
the surplus bridge and tunnel revenues. We would never have had 


the newer facilities if we could not have pledged the revenues of the 
older ones. 

I think the situation is similar here. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. I think it has been stated here and exp 
the tolls can continue to be ollected after the brid 
imortized. 

Mr. (,OLDBERG. Yes. As lon f as it is fal al d reasol ible 

Mr. Macurowicz. And for uses other than the amortizatior 

Mr. Goutpperc. Yes 








62 DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY AND JOINT COMMISSION 


Mr. Macurowicz. Would this not burden interstate traffic here just 
to support local facilities and would that not be a departure from 
present practice ¢ 

Mr. Gorpsera. I tried to get my views on that in my prepared state 
ment. I do not think you can treat bridge trafic as if it is the only 
interstate traffic in that area. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Would you say it is interstate / 

Mr. Goupeerc. A form of interstate traffic. Rail traflie is another 
form of interstate trallie, and certainly air. If you want to isolate 
the thing and just look at one particular phase of it. certain facilities 
may support a different type of traffic. as in our cause. But I cannot 
see that Interstate commerce as a whole would be burdei ed by « 

Mr. Macurowrcz. But vou are asking interstate traffic to be bur 
dened for local facilities. are vou not ? 

Mr. Gortpserc. I do not think it is fair to speak of the interstate 


traflic as if it was not itself largely local traftie, b se it is largely 
local traflic in that area. Ninety-five percent of the Camden bridge 
traflic is local in itself. If that local traffic in one form is to pport 
another form—if you want to call it that—anothe | form of it 
terstate commerce, | think itis a Food idea. 1t 1t wets the r\dditional 
facilities whi h the public otherw Ise would not hy ive 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Goldberg. in the construction of these bridges, o1 
ful nels, or other fac ilities betwe a8 the two states, vould the kederal 
Government or the Congress approve an interstate compact ¢ 

Mr. Govtprerc. Yes, sir. Our creation was under an interstate com 
pact consented to by Cor eress, in addition to which each of the bridges 
whi i we have constructed received an idditional consent of Con 
OLTeSs That was under the policy of the 1906 Bridge \et. which savs 
we have to come back to Congress for each s¢ parat bridge for an 


idditional cor senting legislation. 


Mr. Mack. Does this compact approved by the Congress permit 
he bridge or tunnel revenues for other purposes and faeili 


ties used by the traveling publi A 


Mr. Gotpperc. The compact itself did not prohibit it but when the 
original facilities were financed unde the interstate leg slation 1th) 
plen enting the con pact, then the origi il idea was not for pooling 
revenue Our first four facilities were vuthor zed by ndividual 
statutes, each one to stand on its own feet. but thev did not. They 
were not able to stand on their own feet. So in 1931 we went back to 

} 


the two state legislatures and the problen was analvzed and solve 
by a statute which permitted pooling. That has been the basis for 
prov iding’ the rest of the program. 

Mr. Mack. Has the Congress approved an 


you can use the tolls from the tunnels to build orain elevators and al 


arrangement whereby 


ports and other facilities operated by the Port of New York 
Authority 4 

Mr. Gouprerc. There was no specifi provision which discussed 
pooling in the congressional consent to our compact, As a matter of 
fact. I am quite clear that the compact which Congress consented to 
did permit it. 

Mr. Mack. Can you use tunnel and bridge tolls for other facilities 
than those used by motorists / 
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out, has been approved by the Secretary of the Army in passin 
the reasonableness of our tolls. 

Mr. Mack. Apparently the Bureau of the Budget at this time is 
objecting to that procedure as far as it relates to this New Jersey 
Pennsylvania bridge. 

Mr. Goupperc. That is right, and I think on grounds v h we do 
not agree vith. 


Mr. Macurowicz. It is on the ground I mentioned. Is that not 


Mr. GotpserG. That is right. Wedo. That policy too, I may point 


correct—that it would be burdening the interstate traflic with the ob 
ligation of supporting local facilities and develo} ment ¢ 

Mr. Goutpperc. I think that is one of the ground The othe 
eround seems to be a feeling on the part of the Bure that the [44 
act pol cy should control her omething w! | ries hiv state 
ment to indicate I do not agree with. 

Mr. kr ALLON,. Mr. Goldbere, wl en the authorit ra ( 
State of New York to build the George Washineton B oe, er 
anv limitation on the amortization at t iat tim nh tine eo it 


Mr. GoLpperc. ‘There was none The consent of Cone { thy 


construction of the George Wash negton Bi age | the kort of New 
York Authority contained a proviso that it should bi , wrdane 
with the 1906 Bridge Act, which is the act which also applies to the 


Camden Bridge at the present time. 
Mr. Fatton. When was the George Washineton Bridge built / 


Mr. Gotpperc. Over a period of vears. I ¢ O} 
ol. but lL would have to check that, to be sure 
Mr. Fatton. When did it complete its amort ¢ 


Mr. Goupperc. Oh, it has not yet. 
Mr. Fautiton. It has not? 
Mr. Gouprerc. No, I do not think so. It very ird to wive 


eXact answer to that in view of the pool io” pre ( Phe Do i 
revenues constitute the base for the pledg ng of bonds for group 
projects. Then you start getting into refunding 0] 
all track of what goes Vv here after a while I do not 1 nk the ¢ ort 
Washington Bridee amortized its « ost vet, but I th t 1 eve 
dittieult to establish that exactly from the records 

Mr. Fatiton. Can you tell me under the compact | many p 
work you have other than transportation uses that are be o iced 
( t of tolls fron bridges and t innels / 

Mr. Gotpperc. Well, [ would have to modify your question to give 
you a Tair answer. We have facilities that are financed out of sw 


pluses of bridges and tunnels and of other facilities which are in the 
black. Our bridges and tunnels are in the black and I think 1 men 
tioned in answer to a question by Mr. Smith two or three others. The 
ones which are being at the present time supported by the group 
which is producing surplus revenues would include our airports, our 
bus terminal, and our truck terminals. I think those are all. 

I would say this: It is definitely not our program to take on a new 
facility which we expect to continue to be a drain. As al authority 
without the taxing power our purpose is to get every facility on a 
self-supporting basis as soon as possible. However, in Many things 
that is impossible in the beginning. 

The experience at Lincoln Tunnel is pertinent because It 1s close 
to this particular situation. The Lincoln Tunnel was in the red for 8 
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years and it is in the black now and doing well. But as a practical 


matter the opening of a new interstate crossing like many of these 
other projects takes a rather substantial period of adjustment until 
you can get the thing in the black. 

Mr. Fatton. I might tell you, Mr. Goldberg, this committee had the 
experience of the diversion of funds from road use and found because 
of that our roads have deteriorated to a point now where it is just 


hopeless for the States and the Federal] Goven ment to finance them 
and build them up to where they ought to be. 

Mr. Gotpserc. I am sure you will not find that so in the case of the 
Port of New York Authority, which has this particular authority in 
effect. 

Mr. Fatton. When you talk about diversion of funds from one use 
to other uses for which they are not intended, we find that in refer- 
ence to transportation and the traveling public that that often happens. 

One other question I wanted to ask you. Are there any other bridges 
fee of tolls crossing this river ? 

Mr. Gorpperc. No. Not in our regior There may be up around 
Albany some place. 

Mr. Fatiton. Are there any bridges free of tolls across the Delaware 
River. 

Mr. Gotpspere. I do not know. 

Mr. Far LON, That means if you want to cross the rive r vou must pav 
a toll. . ie: 

Mr. Gotpserc. IT do not know the situation on the Delaware. 

Mr. Larcape. Simply as a matter of information to myself I would 
like to ask the gentleman a question. 


Mr. Goldberg, are you familiar with the provisions of an amendment 
tothe General Bridge Act of 1946? 
Mr. GotpperG. You mean new proposed amendments ? 


Mr. Larcapr. Yes. 
Mr. Gotpsera. Tam not familiar wit 
Mr. Larcapr. Title V of the General Bridge Act. section 506. stat 


nder the provisions of this title, the rates of tol hall he s diusted as to pro 
vide a fund sufficient to pay for the reasonable t of mainta ng, repa ng, a 
opera he bridge nd approaches unde mic men nd to 
provide a sil nd sufficient to a1 ze t) pari for icluding 
r sonable mte d tinancing « is ] y risonabls 
harge but within neriod of eX ( ‘ I } t 
nS ( ng u ng it Sa ( 
Tl yoinal act was 2 »s hot that f } ] ] nad 
1e@ Orig! i ict Was ZU vears, DUT That se 7 ca oO been Ame aed 
] , ay , ! } ’ 
to provide for 30 years Trom the date of consti ting or acquiring 


the same. 

Then it woes on and says: 

After a sinking fund sufficient for such amortization s} have heer 
vided, such bridge shall thereafter be maintained and operated free of tolls 

Under the provisions of the bills that are unde} consideration by 
the committee it is requested that this committee either disregard this 
provision of the law or include a new bill with provisions to amend this 


t 
I 


particular section of the act in order that this b1 dge when constructed 
may not be restricted as to how long they may be able to charge tolls 
on it. Isthat correct ? 

Mr. (,OLDBERG. That is correct, 
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Mr. Macurowicz. I believe I heard you say you did not believe the 
provisions of the General Bridge Act of 1946 apy led. 
~ Mr. Gorppsere. That is right. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. Why not ¢ 

Mr. GOLDBERG. Beeause the General Bridge Act of 1946 app! es 
situations where you gave your blanket consent and the sponsors « 


the bridge do not have to come back to vou for permission. ] ado ne 
] 


have it in front of me, but section 525 of the code provide 


Che consent of Congress s granted fo he construction I nrenance and 
operati f bridges and approaches thereto, over the navigable wat 
United States n accordance with the pre stians af ceact , 9% to 533 
titie 
La cle r'¢ vd The sitnuatic there ©< one ot Cone S | SUD pose 
vetting sick and tired of having every bridge presented as an indi 
vidual issue and fieuringe there was a possibilitv they could solve the 
problem as to questions which did not require viditional cor ieratiol 
They consented in advance and dispensed with the previous require 
ment of 1 cli ad inle neression i! consent. 


If you have a bridge which is supposed to br built under that blanket 
advance consent vou have a 1946 bridge act “1twatiol If you have " 
situation where people are coming back to Congress to ask vou for 


consideratio ) of the party ul ir circumstances ot the bi deve vou do not 


have a 1946 bridge act situation. That is why I think what vou have 
here is a particularly unique problem. It is not uniqne because, of 
course, the Port of New York Authority is an example, but it is close 
to being unique. 

Mr. Faruon. Mr. Goldberg. IT think as I understand vour testimor 
it is that vou are telling the committee that all avenues of revel ue 
have been explored To build these public works projects aI d T Hie State 
and cities cannot afford to build them. and these revenue bi aves and 
tunnels will be a permanent means of revenue to the States above what 
the already overburdened t ixpayer pays, and that without this means 
of mecome you will not be able to build these pubhi y projects. 

Mr. Goupperc. Largely, ves, but I would want to interject that these 
are not supported by taxpayers, but are Supported by users. The tax 
pavers have no burden W ith regard to the fac ilities 

Mr. Kat LON. The taxpayers are already OVE rb irde ed by the rul 
ning of the ecitv and the n creased cost of government, Just like evel 
thing else. It would he Impossible for the ssfates al a eities them 
selves to finance these projects economically, so you look to this as a 
new avenue for revenue, and it will be a permanent one because as 
vour city grows you are going to have other projects. In the beginning 
these projects will probably not be financed on their own basis of 
revenue income at the time, So that each new project will be financed 
from the one that is already in operation, and you W ill have a balance 
of revenue over your costs of operation. 

Mr. Gorprere. The hope is that you will not have to use the old 
facilities’ revenues to support the new one: but the necessity of pledg 
ing the revenue of the existing facility does exist if you are going to 
have any hope of getting the new one. 

Mr. Fation. Can you not see in the future when vou build up re 
serves from the existing facilities that you are going to look around for 
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other public improvements that you might be able to make and use this 
revenue on? 

Mr. Gorppera. If there is a public demand and necessity for the new 
facility I am not shocked by the suggestion. 

Mr. Fauion. I often see where there is a demand, but sometimes if 
the money is not there the demand subsides. ‘The temptation will 
always be there. 

Mr. Gorppere. As it is in the case of many of these authorities, and 
particularly this authority, you have representation in one State where 
I think the Governor is an ex officio member. The mayor of the city 
of Philadelphia is an ex officio member. They are elected representa- 
tives of the people, and responsive to the feelings of the people. We 
do not have something cut off from public control. 

Mr. Fation. They are just like Members of Congress. They are 
human. 

Mr. Gorpperc. Yes; and so they are responsive to the will of the 
people just like Members of Congress. 

Mr. Faxon. I am not disagreeing that this might be the approach 
to a modern city and modern transportation system. I can see in the 
future where toll roads are going to become more prevalent each year, 
because the States and the Federal Government cannot afford to keep 
pace with transportation needs of today with the number of vehicles 
on the road. 

I might tell you the Federal Government has been diverting funds 
from taxes we are collecting from automobile users. We collect some 
$2 billion a year, but we are only giving back to the States about 
$650,000,000. So you see it is a human thing that when the money is 
around and you need it for other things you go ahead and use it that 
way. 

I am just making an observation, Mr. Goldberg. 

Mr. Gotpperc. There is a concept here, you know, which I would 
like to give my view on, or try to. There is a concept here not of 
agency providing a particular structure, but there is a concept here 
of a continuing agency for development of a regional area—a bistate 
regional area, it is true, but a single commercial area, which requires 
some coordinated managemeént. It is the whole idea of having this 
body continue to be free to use all of its facilities, yes, but free to use 
them only in the public interest in progressing the transportation and 
terminal facilities and the flow of general commerce through that area. 

[ think it is something which you maybe will call new, but it is at 
least as old as the Port of New York Authority although it might be 
new for South Jersey and Philadelphia. But it has been a wonderful 
idea. 

Mr. Fatton. Are there any more questions 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fation. Thank you very much, Mr. Goldberg. 

Mr. Myers. Mr. Chairman, may I repeat and reiterate something I 
said in my opening statement which may help to answer the ques- 
tion you just advanced : 

While it would appear that the powers given the Delaware River Port Au- 
thority are comparable to those granted the New York Port Authority, there is 
a major restriction This restriction makes it mandatory that none of the 
projects outlined as being within the scope of the proposed authority’s activities 
ean be initiated by the authority without concurrent approval by the Penn- 
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sylvania and New Jersey Legislatures and the signatures of the respective £o' 
ernors, With two exceptions One is the construction of railroad or other 
facilities for transportation of passengers across any present or future river 
crossings operated by the authority within the district. The other is the south 
Jersey high-speed transit system, which can be inaugurated only after sub 


mission of detailed reports to the respective legislatures and written consent of 
e two governors Any other project, without exception, can be undertaken 
only after submission to, and approval by, the two legislatures and by the 


governors. 
Then I concluded: 


Hence, the spending of funds by the authority in competition with free enter 
prise or promiscuously on nonessential and nonprofit projects has been eliminated 
by the legislatures of those two States. 

Mr. Fatiton. Senator, we appreciate your testimony on that, but it 
is fresh in the minds of the members of this committee that we au 
thorized money for a highway and some of that money was used to 
build a hospital and two schoolhouses. 

Mr. Myers. I did want to make a point that of course there is no 
authorization for Federal funds in these compacts, and although there 
is a pooling of funds, those funds cannot be used on any project until 
that specific project IS approved by the legislatures and governors of 
the respective States. 

I make the further point that once the bridge is amortized and once 
it is free of tolls then all of the citizens of the State rather than just 
the users are obligated to maintain the bridge. I would think in view 
of some of the questions that were asked we should try to clear up 
those two points, 

We have a man now who is thoroughly familiar with the Delaware 
River Bridge. The director of the Delaware River Joint Commission, 
Mr. Joseph ( ostello, an expert in this field, who can answer any ques 
tions the committee may have on the Delware River Bridge or what 
Is proposed under these compacts Ina port authority. 

Mr. Costello. 

Mr. Fatuton. Mr. Costello, we are very glad to hear from you at 
this time. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH K. COSTELLO, SECRETARY, DELAWARE 
RIVER JOINT COMMISSION 


Mr. Costetiro. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, may I make an off 
hand appreciation of the remarks of my good friend, Senator Myers. 

1 am the secretary of the Delaware River Joint Commissioi 
Pennsylvania and New Jersey. I am the general manager of the 
Delaware River Bridge, which connects Philadelphia and Camden. 
The Delaware River Joint Commission was created by a compact ap 
proved by Congress in 1932. The purposes set forth as approved by 
Congress were the operation and maintenance of the toll bridge over 
the Delware River; the building of a high-speed rail transit line there 
on: the investigation of the necessity of additional means of com 
munication by bridges, or tunnels over or under the Delaware River, 
and the promotion of the Port of Philadelphia as a highway of com- 
merce between Philadelphia and Camden and the sea. 

The commission built the high-speed line. It issued its own bonds. 
It repaid Pennsylvania and New Jersey and Philadelphia for the 
amounts invested in the bridge, and it has since put in out of tolls 


ot 
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many improvements of the bridge. It has widened the structure from 
six to eight lanes to accommodate the traffic. 

Phere is a point I would like to discuss with you. Our traffic jumps 
° million carsa year. This vear | il] be in excess of 27 millio We 
~2million cars a year, IS yeal t will be in eXxce ( ~2é¢ thon, € 
will probably hit this summer on peak days 110,000, The rush in 
the morning and in the evening is very great, so that a demand for a 


new crossing is imperative. However, imperative as it is, that new 
crossing cannot stand on its own feet. You could not finance that 
CTOSSING unless it vets help from the present bh} Wige, 

Our traffic analysts report in the first vear of operation of the new 
bridge that there will probably be 11 million vehicles that will cross, 
wiving us a return of S2.750.000 at a 25-cent toll. The debt service 


and the maintenance cost on the new bridge will be about 85 million 
a year. No banker is rong to touch a propositiol hike that where the 
immediate deficit 1s so great 

Therefore revenue must be provided from another structure. and 
that is the present Delaw ire River Bridge, vhich was built under the 
General Bridge Act of 1906. There is 1 
nor can there be one on what is done with the tolls from 


io restriction of the Federal 


(rovernment. 


} 


the present bridge. We use part of them to support a port promotion 
department for the purpose of bt INngineg business to ow port. We also 


use them to make WM pror ements, 


What we are askit uy for and jude@n (y by the questions that have 
bee) asked I think that issue should be met fairly we are asking for 
an exemption from the 1946 General Bridge Act 

Mr. Macurowicz. I understood the previous witness to say that you 


do not come under the aet. 

Mr. Cosreiito. The present bridge does not come under the 1946 
Bridge Act because it was built under the 1906 Bridge Act 

fr. Macrmowrcez. But the proposed bridge does 

Mr. Cosretvo. But the new bridge, if the opinions of the Bureau of 
Public Roads and the Bureau of the Budget are followed. will be re 
stricted by the act of 1946. We must accumulate a fund to amortize 
the bridge as quickly as possible and then free it from tolls. That. 
ladies and ventlemen., is precisely what we do not wish to do. We 
have the concepts of a continuing organization. ‘That issue has been 
referred to rather lightly today, but let us bring it out into the open. 

We have the idea that by using the unencumbered surplus revenues 
of the present bridge and in time—I do not know hovw many vears it 
will be—when the new bridge will not only be self-supporting, but 
maybe giving revenues, that the Delaware River Port Authority f 
you gentlemen approve the compacts—can go in and do so many other 
things for aur area Like the Port of New York Authority we are a 
hi-State port, and there are many things that might be done. and there 
is no source of revenue for them. We do not see anvthing illegal or 
immoral, or anything inherently wrong in using the surplus tolls from 
a bridge to benefit the people in the area. 

Ours 1s a peculiarly local traffic. Eighty percent of all the CTrOss 
river traffic in our vicinity originates in the counties right around 
Philadalphia and Camden. That was proven in striking fashion in 
1947, when the great origin and destination survey was made from 
June to November—a survey made by the Department of Highways 
of Pennsylvania and New Jersey, and the Bureau of Public Roads 
here. They established on the highways around Philadelphia and 
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Camden some 64 reporting stations and stoppr d vehicles coming 
through. The amazing thing shown in this report is that only 5.4 pet 
cent of the total vehicles went bevond that cordon without having 


originating therein or making a major stop therein. 


You would be unpressed by the peculiarly local nature of our trafh 


ou the b dot f you could see it in the mom hg ind in the eve ne. 
KY 17 oclo k to 90° lock there Is a vreatl sweep o1 trathe there est 
ward. People living in New Jersey and working in Philadelphia ar 
on thre ve At uy t that is reversed DD) a iy the rafl 
there contini i both directions, but t sa local trafhie Phe peop 
\ a) e Ol 1») do ate. who will use the rie Orit ire tli pr a} ie \ 
live one State or the other, and who shop o1 tin the other S ‘ 

| ere snoburd not interstate trall i t ho BS { Li I mea 
the i oO clistanes tradic, 

L have no complaint ivalhnst the 1946 General B dge Act. | niahy 
nstances it isa fine act. It saves coming back to Congress ind bother 


Ing vou every time someone wants to build a bi age. However, I say 
that the 1946 General Bridge Act does not apply CoO metropotitan reas 
It dor short apply Lo places where {1 {hic Is COnstal tly mounting. 

Suppose Wt accept Lie amel (ime it as suggested o)' the LB ireaus 


as SOO] US t he Cosi ot the new bi dge Ss alhnort Zed t rust he made tre 
} } 


We are advised the purport of that recommendation is that not only 
the new bridge must be made free, but the present bridge which 


mune hiust also be made free, The we will have two free bridges, 
and the traflie will be mounting. 
| have sone picture here, if you would ikke to see what ti ifhic oO! 
the Delaware R ver bridge Is like. It continues to grow and there i 
to be some reliel How can we ever build another toll b lore « tu 
‘ pre tion with two free bridges / If Wwe poored eel nes of t 
presel priave and used It tO SUPPOrTt The \ mrenis ( I i 
SO CO! ried iat the contributions made by the first bridge, the present 
e. to the ond one could count towards t unortizatio oth tho 
Dridg ould be Tre Tih» Cu it LO \ i] | 
eed al ive or tu 
I Bureau of Public Roa rere coniumnitt o thi 
OT ‘ \ It ( ( 1 ¢ } y 
ito i thers ico | If ) cite i 
M6 Bridge Act : ventie rf 
ora in eX 
Sup} ( CONUMMISSION there Shee ( l ( 
port wucthority wid ia 1 iv \ i] \ ( cy | \ | 
decided, “Well, we cannot build a bridge because it has to be freed so 
l \ Suppose e tl le] if \\ ive Li pre t { l le} oO! 
aera ) i bridge a | ih i cost of the b dort s estiinated 
t $85,000,000. The cost of the tum SLOTO 00. The cost of 
e operatiol of Litunnel = demo trabvlyv creat tha tisofa bnda 
o the t revenue would be le We would therefor to urs 


Chel tol] 

Mr. Farton. Could I ask you a question, Mr. Costello 7 

Mr. Cosreiio. Yes, sir. . 

Mr. Fatton. Why is the cost of operating a tunnel much more than 
operat neva bridge ? 
Mr. Cosretio. There are several reasons, sir. First and primary, 


ave to have your ventilation running all the time; but even more 
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important than that from a cost point of view, is that you can work a 
patrolman in a tunnel only 2 hours a day because of the air. The 
other 6 hours he has to be out some place in the open alr. That means 
you have to have an exceptionally large force there—a much greater 
force than can be usefully employed. There is no such restriction on 
the bridge. 

Mr. Fation. The reason why I asked you that is because there 1s 
some ditference of opinion in regard to the Baltimore harbor crossing 
at the present time. 

Mr. CosTre.LLo. The cost of operating the George Washington Br idge, 
while like ours has eight lanes, is half of what it costs to operate the 
Lincoln Tunnel, with four lanes. For a lane the cost is not only 
doubled, but quadrupled per lane. 

Mr. Farton. Goahead. Iam sorry to interrupt you. 

Mr. Cosreix.o. That is perfectly all right. 

We do not want to leave the impression with you that we have any 
idea of an authority that is going to run hog wild. As Senator Myers 
has pointed out, we must ¢o back to the legislatures and make a de 
tailed report on practically everything, with the ex ‘eption of extend 
ing the high-speed line. It is up to the legislatures to say whether or 
not we can go ahead with it. We must submit a detailed study, with 
estimates of costs and the means of financing it. and everything else. 
The legislatures went even further and put in the provision that before 
we undertake any project we must certify that this is something which 
private enterprise cannot do or cannot do adequately. So I do not 
think you need have any fear, as I say, that we are going to go into a 
lot. of projects which will not help themselves and will not be helpful 
to the port. 

There are many things that this port authority should be doing. 
As ] say, We spent part of the tolls of the present Delaware River 
Bridge on promoting the port. We would hke to spend a whole lot 
more. We think it w ould be a very vood investment. We ask you to 
grant us an exemption to the General Bridge Act so that we can 
carry out what we think—and what is much more important to the 
committee—what the Legislatures of Pennsylvania and New .Jerseyv 
decided should be done. , 

Mr. Fation. Are there any question? Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Costello, concerning this authority which would be 
cranted by this compact, if you did not have the bi-State situation 
there it would be purely a matter of the cities of Camden and Phila- 
delphia going ahead and doing it entirely without the Congress. 

Mr. Cosre..o. I did not understand that. 

Mr. Smirn. You could set up a port authority there without the 
authority of the Congress. 

Mr. CostreiLo. No, I do not think you could because you would have 
to havea compact between two States. 

Mr. Smiru. I say, if you did not have a two-State situation in- 
volved. 

Mr. Costreiio. Precisely. 

Mr. Smirn. If you had a bridge and all the traffic had to cross it, 
vou could still use that as a means of getting revenue. 

Mr. Cosretxio. If the Delaware River ran through New Jersey or 
through Pennsylvania we would not have to come to Congress. but 
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could 0 ahead and do it and set the tolls and continue to collect 
the tolls as long as it was necessary. 

Mr. Smirn. In other words, this precedent that has been mentioned 
about using the port’s funds to pay the cost of other public services 
which will not be self-supporting if we establish it without regard to 
the wishes of Congress, could be and probably has been followed in 
areas where there is not a b state or two State Situation. 

Mr. Cosretio. Exactly. 

If 1 may add one thing there, we have seen an amendment proposed 
by the Department of Commerce, and with your permission 1 will 


] 


read this because we want to expres: our opin notit. Itreads: 


Provided, That no highway bridge or highway tunnel shall be combined for finan 
ing purposes with any facility other than a highway bridge or highway tunne 
and the tolls or other charges collected for the use of any such bridge or tu 
shull not be pledged or used for the purpose of financing any facility othe: 

a highway bridge or highway tunnel, and when the revenues derived om S 
or other charges collected on any such highway bridge or tunnel, or on any two 
or more such highway bridges or tunnels that may be combined, in addition to 
meeting necessary annual maintenance, repair and operating costs, shall be f 
cient to amortize the costs of their construction, the collection of tolls there 


shall cease 


~ 


Our interpretation of that is that this is an attempt to bring the toll 
on the present bridge within the control which does not exist today. 

It also does this other thing. It destroys entirely the concept we have 
of a port authority. 

As Senator Duff told you, this is not a new idea around there. The» 
have been tr’) ing it for many years. They hope Vol could feta cent! ul 
organization. They look with rather wistful eyes on what the Port 
of New York Authority has been able to do. We would like to do the 
same th ny. ; 

We have ho objec tion to the secretary of the A mn h iWihyg the! rohit 
to pres ribe reasonable tolls. We have the lowest toll on al \ oreat 
bridge in the United States. We « harge 20 cents fo passenger car 
with a commutation rate of 15 cents. It is true to help finance the new 
bridge we may have to raise the passenger rate to 25 cents. ‘J hirty 
miles down the river we have a bridge where they are compelled to 
charge 5 cents. Never in our history and we have been open for 
Z6 vears—has the Secretary ot the Army had any reason to complai 
about the tolls on the bridge. nor would he in the future. we are s} 

Sut there is one thing I think you gentlemen should look at when you 
are talking about freeing these great highway bridges. 

[It is all very well to say that, but you are imposing a terrific burden 
on the States. Suppose we freed these bridges, the hew bridges and 
the old one. The highway departments ot Pennsylvania and New 
Jersey then would probably have to undertake them. Suppose the two 
States then said, “No: we will not assume that.” We will have a 
maintenance cost on our bridge there. exclusive of our toll collection 
Costs, whi h would be removed, and exclusive ot our port promotiol 
costs. which would cost the two States between them about S$800.000 
to police and maintain and clean and paint that bridge. If you sud 
denly hand a couple of them to Pennsylvania and New Jersey that is a 
terrific burden you are putting on them, and there is no obligation 
on the States to take them. There is no provision in this act of 1946 
that you can charge even a reasonable toll for the purpose of that 
maintenace, You are imposing a burden on the States 
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Mr. Donpbero. May I ask you in regard to the present bridge, you 
Say it Was construc ted under the : act of 1906? 

Mr. CostretiLo. Yes, sir 

Mr. De xpero. Does that act provide that at the termination, or at the 
amortization of the bridge, that the bridge shall become a toll-free 
bridge ? 

Mr. Cosretio. No, sit 

Mr. Donpero. It runs on in perpetuity 

Mr. Cosret.o. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Donprero. If this amendment were adopted it would change that 
act so that your toll woul digo se ¢ 

Mr. Coster.ro. We think that you would be indirectly amending the 
1906 Bridge Act by the language that you put im col enting to this 
compact, and that we do not like. 

Mr. Donpero. Has the bridge been fully amortized ¢ 

Mr. Cosrei.io. No. sir. We have outstanding there about $18,000. 
000 in bonds. Those term bonds run until 1966, but from tim 
the commission expended large sums. For example, in building the 
high speed line from borrowed core and from the collection of tolls 
we pul in S714 million into the | high speed line. Widening the bri deve 


/ 


e to time 


from 6 to 8 lanes and buildin 


ng the present 20 toll lanes we are now 
: 
vit 


13 is another $6,000,000. 


or 
constructing instead of the old 

We believe in maki he improvements that will benefit the » people 
who pay for the use of the bridge. That is why I say we see nothing 
wrong with these people who are using the br idge that may be bene- 
fited by an extension of the high speed line and that might be benefited 
by a port Ligh ae ii department that can Improve the vicinity by 
hei lie able to do these thines—we see nothing wrong with them paving 
the tolls. It is the people who are paving the tolls that would derive 
the benefit of it. About Su percent of them or more than that. We 
think 80 percent of them originate in the few counties of Philadelphia, 
“Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Bucks, right near the river on the 


Pennsylvania side, and Camden, Burlington, and Gloucester Counties 
on the other side, on the New Jersey side It - i very loeal Zed 
movement. The Bureau of Public Roads will bear that out 

Mr. FALion. I think the members of the committ: will bear me out 
when I say that in testimony we have gotten over a period of vears o1 
toll roads and toll bridges there never was much complaint about the 
cost of the toll or the cost of the road, The isual compla t we have 
~ in) reg rad to the diversion of funds fo! othe purposes othe t} i? 


Lransportation use. 

As I said before. this Congress authorized the building of a road. 
the Pan-American Highway, and we found that so 
was used for building two schools and a hosp tal. That is somethir 
“way injure d the future prospects of the road because an authorization 
by this committee was almost immediately stopped for the follow ne 


me of the money 


vei ar because of that practice. 

There is just one thing more. The testimony here today was that 
some of the money was used from income from tolis to build : a 
elevator. I donot know what the conditions are up there and staal the 
it is in competition with a privately owned grain elevator, or r: nilrond, 

r whether that might happen in your case, but in other cases it might 
come about. So that is the only reason why the committee is ir a 
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these questiot Se They would Ke TO know if the in e\ Fong TO de 
diverted, and where. 

Mr. Donpero. I might sav I have bee stening to this kind of 


testimony for 20 vears on this committee. 


Mr. Costen.o. I know you have, sir. 
Mr. Donpero. And the usual trend of that testimony was thus 


‘You grant us a compact and we will build the toll bridge. When the 


tolls amortize the cost of the bridge it will become a free bridge. 
That ~ ibout tl SULDD) cade postu eof allt 1¢ leo lntion we h ve had 


t 
Mr. Sairnu. The whole purpose of this compact, though, or the 


HLL purpe Se, Is not to bu | mornel bry wre, | it, t¢ deve lop i port 
authority fo. Philadel ph } na (C‘amden.,. as | maerstanad 1 

Mr. Cosreixo. It is a two-barreled purpose. On » build 
crossing and anothe to develop t e pr 1’ d I bd 


Camden. 
Mr. Donnero. Undoubtedly a laudable purp 
Mr. Bray. What limitat ons could be pla ed « { 
received for future use and improvements 
Mr. Costretio. We would like. sir. no limitatio 
Mr. Russetit. Could I make a suggestion on t 


i 
think there is one thine in the draft of the bill before vour honorabk 


committee now that has not been ment oned this mot! vO?) this afte 
noon. In the part of the act which fives convgressk hal consent to 
charging tolls the language of the bilis now before vou is perfectly 
clear that the tolls from bridges or from any other fa fies w] t | 


agency with the approval of the two States may undertake, can be 


used only for supporting, and I quote exactly 


properties or facilities for transportation, terminal, or port provement ] 
poses 

We would ro beyond any consent this committee olives us f we 
diverted money to any other purposes whatever, which, Mr. Co 
tello, | suggest. is an answer to the Congressman’ questiol Wi 
not under the terms of the old ict gel into schools o1 hospitals, We can 


only get into what you, Mr. Chairman, mentioned as tran sportation 
purposes. True, it is not all highway purposes. 

Mr. Fatton. Could you build an elevator / 

Mr. Rt SSELL. Yes, Sir, It isa terminal purpose It is al hiterstate 
cotTnmerce purpose. 

Mr. Fatton. When you say port improvements would that mea 
il special handling dey ise for ore ¢ 

Mr. Russet. It might very well, I would think. sir. Mr. Cos 
tello could answer that better than I can. but it all promotes interstate 
or foreign commerce, 

Mr. FALLoN. | understand you are developing quite an iron ore 
recelving center up there and | thought you might needa some special 
har dling dey ces 

Mr. Russevx. It might very well be, but it would he 
from the highways. 

Mr. Donpero. Our chairman is interested in the iron-ore end of it 
because our chairman comes from Baltimore. 

Mr. Farron. The two special handling devices in Baltimore that 
ost $5,000,000 each were financed by private enterprise. 


] 


ip remove traffic 
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Mr. Russetu. As Mr. Costello pointed out, he cannot go forward 
with anything he or his agency finds can be done by private enterprise. 
That is in the terms of the compact. 

Mr. Bray. What restraint is there on that agency as to any de- 
termination they might make? 

Mr. Russevu. Judicial. Investigation by Congress. The right of 
appeal or amendment. They have to go to the two legislatures and 
prove it to them. 

Mr. Bray. Do you have to go to each of those two legislatures if 
you decide to build an airport : 

Mr. Russeiu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Or if you had to build a steel unloading device as sug- 
gested by our chairman? 

Mr. Russexu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cost! LLO. Mr. Bray, you would not only have to go to the legis- 
latures, but you would have to do this, as provided in the compact: 

It is the policy and intent of the Legislatures of the Commonwealth of Penn- 
sylvania and the State of New Jersey that the powers granted by this article 


shall be so exercised that the American system of free competitive private enter- 
prise is given full consideration and is maintained and furthered. In making its 
reports and recommendations to the Legislatures of the Commonwealth of Penn- 
sylvania and the State of New Jersey on the need for any facility or project 
which the commission believes should be undertaken for the promotion and 
development of the port district, the commission shall inelude therein its findings 
which fully set forth that the facility or facilities operated by private enterprise 
within the port district and which it is intended shall be supplanted or added to 
are not adequate. 


The burden of proof is on the commission to show that is true. 

Mr. Bray. But then vou have to go back to the legislatures of both 
vour States for any construction you want ? 
' Mr. Cosretto. With but two exceptions, sir. One is the rail transit 
| ne 1 ioht around the bridge in Philadelphia al d ¢ amden. ‘| he st ond 
is the extension of the high-speed line which now operates over the 


Melaware River Bridge to a point 35 miles in New Jersey. In that 
ase we must make a report to the legislature s, but the determination 
vested in the two Governors, who shall give the order Writing 
before we can pro eed. 
Mr. Bray. Then any major construction program that you start 
ould have to be really passed on by the people of your two States 


through their legislatures ? 

Mr. Cosretio. Yes, sir. 

Mir. Bray. That is what I am interested in. I think an organization 
uch as the Port Authority of New York is a very fine idea, but it 
can get away from the people. Apparently you have taken care of 
that in your enabling legislation. 

Mr. CosTeELLo. Yes, sir. There is always that check-rein on the 

ommission or the authority. 

Mr. Fatiton. Are there any other questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much, Mr. Costello, for your very fine 
presentation. 

Mr. Myrrs. Mr. Chairman, in case it might have escaped some 
members of the committee in their questions on the grain elevators, 
the New York Port Authority did not build the grain ezevator. The 
Port of New York Authority took it from the State of New York, who 
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were unable to operate it at a profit and wanted someone else to take 
care of it. Under the fine and splendid management of the Port of 
New York Authority it is now operated at a profit. I did not want 
any members to think that the Port of New York Authority went out 
and built a eran elevator. 

Qur next witness is the deputy attorney general for the Common 
wealth of Pennsylvania, Miss M. Vashti Burr. 


STATEMENT OF HON. M. VASHTI BURR, DEPUTY ATTORNEY GEN- 
ERAL OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Miss Burr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, inasmuch 
as our brief is submitted on behalf of the Commonwealth of Pennsy] 
vania and in effect by the Governor of Pennsylvania and the attorney 
general of Pennsylvania, I have very carefully prepared the brief with 
a view ot being as helpful to the committee as possible. I have sub 
divided the brief into the functions of the Delaware River Joint Com 
mission, the supplemental compact concerning the Delaware River 
Port Authority, the supplemental compact concerning the additional 
river crossing, znd have given in each instance exactly what the pr 
visions were and how they would be chai ved by these supple mental 
compacts. 

Before I undertake to read the brief I do respectfully suggest that 


the attention of the committee might be called to the fact that the 


whole concept which I] vathered from hearing all of the testimony 
today might possible create In your minds the idea of the port dé 
velopment as being something new. That is not true. In the 1951 
compact generally speaking the purpose Was as follows: ‘To create a 
Sil cle agency ot the two States to further their ind I quote 
n 1 erests 1 the ( ypmel he 1 ‘ i 
’ ( ntothes und part \ ‘ 
g tl wre extensive use of the ports of Philadelphia ( 
nterce tal, and foreign vessels . 
Proceeding from there, the power not having been spelled out as to 
vhat the purposes were, the powers were not sp lled out in the « 
larged part, the ipplemental compacts die give effect to the on o 
purposes of 1951 ar | to which consent was give} vy the Congress | 
expres ly prov ding the powers to do some of ese things with the cor 
sent, as has been stressed here, of the two legislatures ar | of t 
covernors of the two States. 
I would now like to read the brief submitted on behalf of the Com- 
monwealth of Pennsylvania. li reads as follows: 
BRIEF OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA IN Support or House Bris 
GRANTING CONSENT OF THE CONGRESS TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL COMPACTS BETWEEN 


HE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA AND THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY, CoNn- 
CERNING THE DELAWARE River Port AUTHORITY AND AN ADDITIONAL CROSSING, 
SUBMITTED TO THE COMMITTEE ON PusBLic WorKsS, HoUSsE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
By Hon. M. VAsutTr Burr, Deputy ATTORNEY GENERAL, ON BEHALF or Hon 
Rospert E, WoopsidDre, ATTORNEY GENERAL, AND Hon, JOHN S, FINE, GoVER?D 


To the Chairman and Members of the Committee on Public Worl House of Rep 
resentatives, United States Congress, Washington, D. ¢ 


This brief is submitted by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in support 
the following proposals granting consent of the Congress to two supplementa 
compacts between the State of New Jersey and the Commonwealth of VPenn- 
yivania, namely: H. R. 5502 (Wolverton), H. R. 5508 (Barrett), and H. R 
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5620 (Walter) concerning the Delaware River Port Authority ind H. R. 5503 
(Wolverton), H. R. 5509 (Barrett), and H. R. 5628 (Walter concerning an 
additional river crossing 

The aforesaid supplemental compacts, entered into in 1951, amend and supple 
ment the compact of July 1, 1931, consented to by the Seventy-second Congress 
by Publie Resolution No. 26 approved June 14, 1982 The 1931 compact created 


the Delaware River Joint Commission, a single age y of the two States, to 
further their “mutual interests in the development of the Delaware River from 
Philadelphia and Camden to the sea, and particu v in developing the facili 
ties and promoting the more extensive use of the ports of Vhiladelphia and 
Cumden by coastwise, intercousta and foreign vessels.” 

Certain features of the 1931 compact and of the supplemer compucts e 

special concern in connection with the current hearings 

FUNCTI s LAWAI I 

Upon its ere on t comnil 1 Wis nhareed © 0} 
nan of the VT] ely n-Cnmicde ridge. the t \ lh hie ~ eS 
na e Cif of Phi ! Iph ti erelLorore | ! ) ( 
Pennsyivania Commissio ind the New Jersey rstate Bridge Commission 
acting jointly as the Delaware River Bridge Joint (ommiss 

Che Ly iwelrt River Joint COMTULSSLO! Vas 3 “Oo HULDOrized Wi h the 
approval of the legislatures of the two States, to establish, construct, operate, 
nnd maintain rairoa ol othe! facilities lal tl t =p) aD | a PassenLrers 
icross the sa b yg inclu ye certain exte ons withi Philudelphia and 
Camae 


Pursuant to articles [ and XII of the 1931 compact, the Commission was au 
thorized also to Lnvestigiate t hie necessity ol additional means of communica 
tions, and to study the feasibility of new projects for the improvement of port 
facilities, or in other project to the mutual advantage of the two States De 


fore undertaking to construct, erect, or otherwise acquire any new facility or 





project, the commission was required to submit a detailed report to the Legis 
latures of the two States and secure legislative authorization therefor Further 
more, the commission Was empowered to stud ind make recommendations to 
the proper authoritie or the improvement of termil lighterage, wharfuge 
warehouse, and other facilities necessary for the promotion of commerce on the 
Delaware Rivet 

The commission was empowered to issue revenue bonds for the financing of 
its projects It was empowered also, under article VIII, to establish, levy, and 
= lect, either by itself or indirectly, su h tolls, rents, rates, and othe harges 
n connection vith th existing Philadelphia Camae Bridge and anv othe 
properties which it might thereafter construct acquire ) contro s night 
deem necessary, proper, desirable, and reasonable The commission was em 
powered to pledge such revenues, either presel tly received or to be received 
in the future, as security for the repayment, with int f any moneys ua 
vanced to it for any of its authorized purposes, and for the satisfaction of any 
other obligation assumed by it in connection with such lonns or advances 

Under article XI of the 1931 compact the commission is exempted from the 
pavinent of any taxes or a@ssessinents upon any property equ red or used by 

and th bonds o1 Live securities or obligations issued by the comission 

their transfer, and the income therefrom, are free from taxation within either 
oft the two St ité Under art coo 1\ of the snid un Hipact, the colm SS1lon is 
empowered to exercise the right of eminent domail However this powel 


is qualified in article V, which provides that the Commission may not take any 
property of any political subdivision or port district of either State without the 


consent of such subdivision or district 
SUPPLEMENTAL COMPACT CONCERNING THE DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORI 


The legislatures of New Jersey and Pennsylvania, in 1951, amended and su] 
plemented the 1931 compact by changing the name of the commission to the 
Delaware River Port Authority, extending the jurisdiction, powers, and duties 
of the commission, removing the present Pennsylvania members thereof, and 
changing the method of their appointment. 

The jurisdictional area of the commission is defined as the “port district” and 


neludes the counties of Delaware and Philadelphia in Pennsylvania and eight 
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inties in New Jersey rhe amendments effected in a e I include the fe 
ng three specilic purposes 
1) The acquisition, construction, maintenance, « pera n of anv and 
all projects for the improvement and development of the port district 1 
port purposes, ot! direct ¥ relate hereto, eithe aires voy p rehas ense 
or mtract. or by lense or agreement vith anv othe ] t | ep 
ory t I ri \ Ihe nine subse 
2?) The construction SITLO pit it tit el ( 
! nnels in add t eXistil I adelp | brid l 
res are to b etween the 1 Philadelp! dthe S Ne 
l¢ we (subsec f) 
3) The estap mel . i¢ 7 yy ! ‘ 
hal n of rapid t1 : syste for p ‘ . . l 
YT) el New J 2 ! \ +] 
rr ely I = £ . | ‘ f ! 
fit ~ tri il sub 
| 1\ re cle ‘ . 4 ’ , 
‘ exp ~ [) ‘ I crtilre | s ‘ 1 ( Ih 
I ind Ke \ ojer lia i ern 
t \ 1 ’ 
ise tl eol 
A new ng paragraph ir IV sets ' 
‘ r sin ‘ of he ft “if } 1 ‘ ) ‘ 
( CLs t t Ame sVste ree co " ‘ 
maintained and furthered and tha he commissior ts reports commending 
ew projects, shall state its findings th present facilities operated | 
enterprise which are to be supplanted o ddedto are not ade Te 
It is provided in article NIT as amended that h two exceptions, no ] je 
may be commenced until the legisl: . i Ivar d Ne lersey aut] 
ze such project after a detailed repr thereon has been made by the commis 
One of the exceptions relates 1 any pre ct for the esta shment « ra ad 
or otber facilities for the ft sportation of passengers ros bridgs 
hrough any tunnel owned by the commission, including necessary exte! s 
Within Phila lelphia and Camden (see subsection (b) of arti I, as nendet 
The other ¢ KCeDLLOI relates to the ri pid-transit syste rete ed li subsect l 
(j) of article I, with respect to which it is specially provided that before the 
project may be commenced a detailed report concerning the contemplated project 
must be made to the legislatures and governors of the two States and writter 
consent of the governors must be obtained 
The commission is given by article XII, as amended, the express powe1 
acquire the Tacony-Palmyra Bridge, but this powe vy be exercised o1 
the consent of the governors of the two States 
The jurisdiction of the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission is es 
pressly recognized by a provision that no bridge or tunnel shall be constructed 
or acquired by the commission (port authority) north of the boun¢ y line be 
CCl adelph 1 and Bucks Counties 
It is provided further that nothing in this supplemental compact sl b ! 
strued to limit or impair a! right or power to the turnpike bodies of Penns 
Vania and New Jersey to construct their ssytems, including a bridge acros 
the Delaware River within the port district, so long as such bridge is no itl 
10 miles of the existing Philadelphia-Camden Bridge 
The supplemental compact provides that the right of eminent domain, whicl 
the commission already possesses, nay be exercised “within the port district 
(subsee. (k) of art. IV) To prevent municipalities from suffering from loss 


of tax revenue from property acquired by the commission, it is provided, that 
the commission may pay fair and reasonable sums by way of compensation fo! 
such loss (art. XI) 

A new article XIIT contains numerous definitions of words and terms used 


in the supplemental compu 


SUPPLEMENTAL COMPACT CONCERNING THE ADDITIONAL RIVER CROSSIN( 

The legislatures of New Jersy and Pennsylvania, in 1951, amended and sup 
plemented the 1931 compact by inserting a new article XII—A to authorize an 
empower the Delaware River Joint Commission, by whatever name it may be 
designated, to construct an additional bridge or tunnel south of the existing 
Philadelphia-Camden Bridge and to give the commission certain additiona 


"OODS - 6 
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powers, including the right to acquire property owned by political subdivisions 
of either State without their prior consent. Specific financing powers and duties 
are also provided for. 

It is provided that the commission shall not construct or erect the additional 
bridge or tunnel unless and until the governors ef the two States shall have 


filed with the commission their written consents to such construction or erection 
THE NEED FOR THE SUPPLEMENTAL COMPACTS 


The two supplemental compacts, one relating to the transformation of the 
Delaware River Joint Commission into a Delaware River Port Authority with 
certain increased powers and functions and the other relating to the construc- 
tion of an additional bridge or tunnel between Philadelphia and Camden, are 
essential for the proper development of the area to which the compacts relate 


They have been authorized by the legislatures, the elected representatives 
of the people, of New Jersey and Pennsylvania, and were entered into by the 
governors of those two States. It is the expressed will of the citizens of those 


States, therefore, that the commission should be authorized to construct the 
additional river crossing and that the commission be authorized to take the 
necessary Steps to promote and develop the port district as a center of com- 
merce, vital to the entire country. 

The projects authorized or contemplated by the supplemental compacts have 
been the subject of careful consideration by the people and the authorities of the 
two States for many years. Amendments to the 1931 compact have been made 
necessary by force of circumstances. 

Under the 19381 compact the principal function of the Delaware River Joint 
Commission has been the maintenance of the vehicular bridge over the Delawure 
River between Philadelphia and Camden, the only highway bridge connecting 
the two cities. Traflic of passenger and other motor vehicles over the bridge 
has increased already beyond its proper capacity. The need for providing an 
additional river crossing between the two cities is obvious. Moreover, the popu- 
lation in the nearby area, particularly in the area east of Camden in New Jersey, 
has increased to so great an extent that there is an urgent need for rapid transit 
facilities into that area from Philadelphia. lIurthermore, the need of the public 
for terminal and transportation facilities in the Philadlephia-Camden port 

ust be satisfied, and it is reasonable, as an important step toward filling 


this need, to give the commission the authority provided for by the compact 


area mu 


provisions 
i 

Pennsylvania and New Jersey are not seeking special privileges but are seeking 
only to secure for the Philadelphia-Camden port area rights and privileges 


similar to those enjoyed for many years by other similar port areas Phe citizens 
of the two States have made it clear that they desire to have the port district 
ceveloped to its fullest potentialities In order t chic is hiect e they 
are proceeding in the way provided by the interstate compact clause the 
United States Constitution. 

Any amendments to the consent legislation whi ld to an extent 
greater than that provided for in the compacts, the power of the commission to 


undertake and finance the necessary projects will seriously hamper, if not thwart 
the greatly needed development of the Philadelphia-Camden are: This develoy 
ment is essential to the national defense and to the prosperity of the Nation 
It is difficult to perceive why there should be an attempt to hinder the granting 
of congressional consent to the compacts and thus to block the development of 
the area. If the Congress were to sustain certain objections which certain 
Federal agencies have made with respect to the compacts, it is believed that this 
would be, in effect, a repudiation of the spirit of the compact clause of the 
Constitution. 

Amendments which have been proposed in regard to the pending consent 
legislation would restrict the power of the Commission to undertake and finance 
projects necessary for the public welfare, health, and safety in the Philadelphia- 
Camden area, and would be a serious, even insurmountable, obstacle to the only 
practicable means for developing the Delaware River Port District as a vitally 


necessary center of commerce, 
PRINCIPAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY FEDERAL AGENCIES 
Among proposed amendments to the consent legislation, two are not objected 


to because, in effect, they do not appear to disturb the status quo. One of these, 
the clarifying proviso proposed by the Treasury Department to be added at the 
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end of section 1 of each of the House bills, reads as follows ind provided 
; not be construed 


ther, That the consent of the Congress hereby given shall 
aws 


to affect in any manner whatsoever the application of the internal-revenue 
of the United States to the bonds or other securites or obligations issued by the 
Commission, their transfer, and the income therefrom (including any profits 
made on the sale thereof ).” 

bjection is that sug 


The other proposed amendment to which there is no ol 
gested by the Department of Commerce in lieu of the first seven lines of section 
f the House bills. The effect of this amendment 

heretofore, to the authority of the Secretary of the Army 
just rates of tolls, a power vested in him since 
Act of 1946 
ment ol Commere 


to subject 


3 of each 0 
the Commission, as 
with respect to reasonable and 
1906 and continued by section 503 of the General Bridge 

However, another amendment 
hereby emphatically objected to because it would preclude not o1 
rapid-transit facilities, including terminals, but also any other facilities for port 
This amendment would be in the form of a proviso at the end of 
the House bills. This proviso (1) wou 


proposed by the Departn 
ly the nece Sssary 


development. 
d pre hibit the use 


section 3 of each of 
of tolls from highway bridges or highway tunnels for financing port facilities 
jther than bridges or tunnels, and (2) would require that, as to a single project, 
tolls must cease 30 years from the date any such bridge or tunnel! is const te 
l, and, as to a combined project, tolls must cease 30 years from the 
in such proj ~ 


r acquired 
late on which the last highway bridge or tunnel combined 
corapleted or acquired. 

ho are thoro ighly familiar with the 





It is understood that other witnesses 
economic and financial problems affecting the proposed develoy of the 
Philadelphia-Camden port area and with the projects authorized by the sup 
plemental compacts are submitting detailed information with respect to those 
matters. 

For the purposes of this brief, we sha mnfine ourselves to a brief scussion 
of major points and issues which have been presented by the Bureau of the 
Budget and which take into accoun he factors it ved in the ™ ‘ ble 

endment proposed by the Department of ¢ mel! with respec he 

mila 

The Bur f the Budget suggests i l e autl ( 
Ssi¢ ( ( struc bridges is a unnecesss d ip I I 
vallable irsuant t the Genera Bridge KC of 1946 na, ‘ Lé y 
a Init La , . pp i I ih i 4 
e Con : ! 2 it] onstruct 
d I pic I sten t sep il 
} hing r ~y , . e | 
‘ ‘ | 
é i ‘ 7IrOSs je 4 phy 
? v } g ‘ —T! ‘ ‘ t } 
‘ ~ ffi t l 
wi Wal ] Dil vt 
efit V I cle l area 
. evifi y stated 1 
gzes ! if i Pennsy ! N J 
he Cor ss from their gene ta he S me 
supp hi “ facilities a ‘ eve pme! I el ‘ f 
( ( ‘ be asked to Col bute such sup] nd t the port-de oO} 
‘nt facil . ad by the Bureau to be reely I en se ice Lilt 

sers, should be supported from fees charged for their use, without subs f 

ridge revenue In brief, the Bureau questions whether interstate bridge iff 

should be compelled to contribute to the support of nonbridge facilities d 

ter or Whether their support should come solely fro1 


in charact 


e primarily loca] 
r the users of such facilities. 


ie States involved o1 
Heretofore it has been the policy of the Federal Government » recog 
listinet the needs arising in densely popu ated area vyhere 1 ‘ I I 
re nece te n over-all plan or program, and no obje has been ma 
he wt ntinuing te n vehicular crossings to support and fit 
rojects: for example he San Francisco-Oakland B Bridge Age I s 
New Yor] u orityv, and tf Missouri-Illinois Bi-State Metrop np 
( S Indeed, it has heen apparent that the Fede Governme 
| Commonwealth of Pennsyly } e Fed 
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interest is protected when the Secretary of the Army has authority to prescribe 


Heretofore the Interstate Commerce Commission has not indicated that it had 
jurisdiction over the railroad facilities on the Philadelphia-Camden Bridge 
The facility used has been subject to the Pennsylvania Publie Utility Commission 

Due to the geographical, population, and metropolitan features applying in the 
Philadelphia-Camden port area, the crossings involved, though happening to 
cross State lines, differ in no appreciable respect from ordinary intrastate 
bridges in big cities, the tolls on which Congress leaves to local control irrespe 
tive of the amount of interstate traffic which may be carried as an incident 
to their operation 

Congress has consistently approved the efforts of the States to help themselves, 
especially where, as in this instance, no Federal funds are involved. Both the 
Congress and the United States Supreme Court have consistently encouraged 


at 


and upheld the exercise of the sovereign powers of the States to solve region 


problems by the interstate compact device as specifically provided for in article I 
section 10, clause 3, of the United States Constitution Oniv 1 vear ago the 
United States Supreme Court, in a unanimous decision (Wes? 1 yinia ¢ rel 


Duer et al. v. Sims, State Auditor (341 U.S. 22), decided Apr. 9, 1951), reattirmed 
the supremacy of the compact clause of the Constitution, recognizing the sov 
ereign status of each of the States and its power to enter into agreements with 
other States to resolve their common problems, subject on to congressional 
consent to safeguard the national interest 

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is convinced that the best interests of 
the Nation as well as the needs of the Philadelphia-Camden port area will be 
served by the giving of consent to the compacts here under consideration and 
strongly urges approval of the consent legislation without crippling amendments. 

Respectfully submitted 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANTA, 
M. VASHTrI Burr, 
Deputy tftorney General 
Rospert FE. Woopsipre, 
iftorney General 

I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, but due to postal difficulties that some- 
times arise I have not vet received the copies of this. I would like 
leave to file these with Mr. Tierney and the clerk of the committee and 
have them distributed to the committee. 

Mr. Fauron. Thank you very much. Will you submit this 4 

Miss Burr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much for submitting such a fine state 
ment, 

Miss Burr. Thank you. 

Mr. Myers. I would like now to present Mr. Henry Russell, general 
counsel for the River Commission. This will be o 1! last witness. 

Mr. Fation. That is your last witness ? 

Mr. Myers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FALLON. | ask that because some of the members desire to get 
back to their office. They have not had an opportunity to look at 
their mailtoday. We will adjourn until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

Do you have any witnesses for tomorrow ? 

Mr. Myers. If we hear Mr. Russell he will be our last witness. 

Mr. Fatton. Could you give us an idea of how long you will take? 

Mr. Russeiwi. Seven or eight minutes, sir. I hope you will cut me 
off if I forget. 

Mr. FALLON. Are there any persons 1n the room who wish to be 
heard who have not been heard ? 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. HUGHES, CITY SOLICITOR, 
GLOUCESTER CITY, CAMDEN COUNTY, N. J. 


Mr. HluGHEs. Here, sir, in opposit Oo} 
Vir. I LLON. | See three There, Would t b poss byl ror vou to 
} 


Colle Dae 


Mr. Hugues. Quite impossible, sir. Since the proponents of this 


\ 
] 
K tomorrow ¢ 


have nad abhi ¢ PpPoOrvuunitly Lo take the entire day | think Wwe should be 
allowed the mght at least to file our statement 


Mr. Faucon. 1 am sure the committee will give vou the right to a 


full dav 11 you Wish, Or as long is the proponents have had. Phat 

the way Wwe always divide the time on heat v 1e 1 Tf the pro 
ponents hiave a day we usually illow a day for the opponents, wd 
Vice Versa. 


Mr. Hueues 1 do not think sir. there are ny other opponents ere 


However, I) iit say this: We are the ones to be most hurt by 1 > 
thing Soin heu of a lot of witnesses 

Mir. Fannon. That is the reason why we wo ld like to give Vo \ 
full heat ne, Dut untort mately the members have been here all aay 
and none of them have had an opportunity even to see their mail 
Usually we do not meet in the afternoon. VW he n we do Wwe usually 
stop at f oclock for the benefit of the members so they will have sey 
eral hours left in the day for their office work. ‘Therefore, if it were 


poss bie to sched le all of the « pponents for tomorrow 


Mr. HUGHES. I do not know that there are ny others. There S 


one other cdisassociatedd: With Us, but | think tiiat since | would L\ 
ov) prere ent of the speakers ere have been s : Ipty re pret tious of ! 
is gone on before and vou did not inconvenience the proponents, thet 
10 INCOnVE eChce the opponents of { L think Ss Wrong. 

Mir. Fauion. We do not trv to inconvenience anybody and the 

i! ol Olbse,. coe hot mve ontrol ot the Peaqpie W Oo testil 

VI Hi I j t I eC that 

Mr. Fautox. They must be allowed to testify fully even though it 
“ae pet ( ~ | ey feel they have come a iong Way alice i? VY WoO ild 
like t\ t t ra Tully | think vour case po ty oOuY 
Dpos S ] mecl and we W l] \ ‘ ull the ( i 

{ 


F Vou Call posstb 0 it tomorrow, 

Mr. Hugues. As a matter of fact, we only nee 

Mir. EF LLON, All moht. Mr. Russell. 

Mr. Myers. Do you expect the Govern 

Mi I: \LLON, Qi the record. 

Discussion off the record. ) 

Mir. Myers. We might be able to be of assistance. Mr. Russell has 

to stay over anyhow. We will be qulte WililIng to detel his Lestimony 


ntil tomorroy n order that the gentleman from Gloucester might 


be heard now. 

\i ss 131 RR. Wi ell We heard we were Going to go on th - afternoon 
| tried to reach the Governor. | Was uUhabdle to do so, but | understand 
he will be here at 10 o'clock. 

Mr. I- LLON,. We will be here it 10 ind vill De che onted to heal 

Ih). 

Miss Burr. I will be in touch with him. 

Mr. Farton. Mr. Russell, we will hear vou in the morning. Thank 
you very much. 
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Mr. Myers. Before we close, Mr. Chairman, might I say that there 
were a number of interested parties who attended the hearing today 
who, of course, did not testify. If they had testified I believe and I 
know their testimony would have been to the same effect as those 
whom you have already heard. ‘They would hope that the committee 
would report the bills favorably, without amendment. 

Therefore. might I leave with the clerk the names of those who 
were here, so the names might be inserted in the record ? 

Mr. Fatxon. If there isno objection it will be inserted in the record 
at the proper place. 

(The list of those present but not testifying is as follows:) 


It is requested that appearances be entered for the following, but no testimony 
will be offered by them: 
Delaware River Joint Commission: 
Commissioner James P. Johnston 
Commissioner Edward C. McAuliffe 
Bruce A. Wallace, counsel, New Jersey, State Senator 
August ¥. Daix III, counsel, Pennsylvania 
Ernest L. Bartlett, Camden County Bankers Association, New Jersey 
Joint Executive Committee for the Improvement nd Development of the 
Philadelphia Port Area: 
Francis A. Scanlan, attorney 
Robert G. Kelly, solicitor 
Alfred Lynch, executive secretary, treasurer 
Camden County Board of Freeholders: 
Oscar Moore, director 
Joseph M. Sandone 
Carlton R. Rouh 
Albert S. Marbel, Jr., clerk 
Carlton W. Rowand 
James J. Mook, international vice president, Longshoremen’s Association 
J. Wesley Goldthorp, Camden County Building and Loan League 
Camden County Chamber of Commerce: 
John H. Reiners, Jr., counsel 
Roy Dunn, executive secretary 
Greater Philadelphia and South Jersey Council : 
Bryant Langston, chairman, board 
W. Jordan, general manager, Greater Philadelphia and South Jersey Council 
Richard A. Lane, mechanical engineering division, Philadelphia Electrie Co. 
Mr. Patchell, vice president, Pennsylvania Railroad 


Mr. Fation. Will you give the reporter your full name? 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. HUGHES, CITY SOLICITOR, 
GLOUCESTER CITY, N. J. 


Mr. Hucues. William E. Hughes, city solicitor, Gloucester City, 
Camden County. 

Mr. Chairman and members, the reason we appear here today is 
because we are to be most affected by the primary purpose. I know 
you have heard a lot of talk about subsidiary purposes of the port 
authority. However. we are the city to be most affected by the very 
crossing itself—the primary purpose of this. 

We would also like to advise the committee that they have from 
some speakers at least been misinformed in their statements that there 
was no opposition and that no elected official nor any city, as such, 
opposed the port authority. At a special meeting held for this very 
purpose on May 19, 1952, the City Council of Gloucester City went 
on record as endorsing the amendments proposed by the Bureau of 
the Budget and the Bureau of Public Roads restricting the use of 
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tolls, and so forth, for the repayment and the construction and main- 
tenance of the Camden Bridge and the contemplated crossing. 

We urge this to you: That the establishment of an authority, as 
created, creates an organization that is neither private nor publi 


enterp! ise, It is both. These people WwW il] move nto both fir Is, Wi 
know that from past experien e with the New York Port Authority 
It has the privilege of private and public enterprise and the privilege 


to engage in varying projects of its own choosn ov, It is not answe 
able to the electorate. 

There has been a lot of talk here about that today, but vou mi 
alway s remember the members of this authority are never—never— 
answerable directly to the electorate. They are appointed officials 
The authority as contemplated would be col trary to the principle 


; 


of representative government because of that. 

Mr. Larcanr. May I interrupt? Under the terms of the bill would 
not the port authority have to report to the legislatures of both States ? 

Mr. Hvuenes. That is on other projects entered into. But I answe1 
that with this qualification : That it would be a simple matter to obtain 
the afliirmance of the leoislatures ot both States and the Governors o1 
these projects. Taking the high-speed transportation project, for 
instance, we all know that has been talked about quite a long time 1! 
New Jersey. I do not think that creates such a barricade as has 
been presented to this committee. I think it is a simple obstacle that 
cah be overcoie, 

Mr. LARCADE. You do not consider that provision would be any 
control over the authority whatsoever / , 

Mr. Hucues. I do not. 

Another point against authorities of this nature is that the power of 
eminent domain has been with most of these authorities used indi 
criminately. It is a sort of cancerous growth that keeps growing and 
crowing. They need this because of that, and that because of the 
third thing. It keeps enlarge ng itself. That happened with the 
Camden Bridge. Specifically, the Delaware River Joint Commi 
sion would be the Delaware River Port Authority, and it has made 
certain indications which have been made here again today, and this 


is where we object. 

The theory of this joint authority becomes a wlid 
term advisedly because of this: Even though the Ma‘ 
of Camden County and the various municipalities have all passed 
tunnel 


aor | use That 
yors Association 


various resolutions and ordinances asking that this be for a 
crossing rather than a bridge. still the representatives as late as last 
week in a conference with Governor Driscoll indicated this would be 
a bridge, which would hurt the city of Gloucester to an extent where 
it might bankrupt it. 

Mr. Fatton. Why? 

Mr. Hueues. Because the bridge would come at the northern section 
of the city. It would take—and I have these figures directly from the 
city treasurer here, who will waive his talk in favor of me—it would 
directly destroy l percent of the ratables. Itisa city of 15.000 people 
with one square mile next to the city of Camden. 

All the talk you heard about a Camden Bridge is irrelevant because 
this thing is coming to Gloucester, and it would directly wipe out 1 
percent of the ratables. Within « distance of 2,100 feet it would blight 
14 percent of the ratables of the city. 
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You have heard irresponsible statements to the effect that a bridge 
does not blight a city, but anvone with common sense knows it does, 
and it is a cancerous effect that keeps blighting and blighting and 
blighting as it goes along. 

When you take into consideration the fact that 14 percent of a city 
Is blighted, it bankrupts that city. 

In the face of all this, as I say, the Governor of New Jersey as late 
as last week without saving so indicated to us this thing would be a 
bridge. I noticed in Mr. Costello's talk to you he talked about bridges. 
We are afraid and we come to you as our protectors in this thing. 
After all,a stop must be made somewhere to stop this wild-dog policy 
of ignoring the wishes of the people to put in a structure that is not 
wanted by the people. 

I would like to clear up some conflicts that have been made here 
and have been made to us. That is the fact that this isa little ridicu 
lous, but it has been clone. They Say the primary purpose of this 
port authority must be a bridge because it is cheaper than a tunnel and 
would cost less to maintain. Yet those same people are telling you 
about billions ot dollars worth of projects they are going to build. 
Those two things are rnconsistent. If they Cal spend all that money on 
these marginal projects—and they will be marginal, and they ad- 
mit that—then certainly they can spend the d fference in the money 
ch would serve 


between a bridge and a tunnel, and build a tunnel wh 
the purpose better. 

Secondly, the fact has been brought out here—and I am just trying 
to find out who brought it out that isthe fact of the New York Port 
Luthority. It was repre sented to you here today that that isa very 
fine organizaion and runs very smoothly, and so forth. Yet I believe 
vou know, if I read the hewspapers correctly, that objections and 
serious objections have been filed against the New York Port Author- 


ity, and it has been called a forty ninth State, and so forth. It has 
already been typified as a wild dog. 

That is what this group 1s really asking for agall mother New 
York Port Authority: another forty-ninth State and another wild 
dog. 

1 [ ! our estil itlo |] ot ery ¢ ( 14 ot thre publ 
is hy 


} 


In talking with Senator Myers back here he informed me that if 


] 


iit if would not come uncer the 1946 31 deve Act. | 


ne you to 


a tunnel were In 
said they should do it because this group is not only askin 
Wipe out the amendments that the Fede il Government bureaus have 
put on this compact, hut they are asking you to go one step further 
and 
building a tunnel wit as I understand it from Senator Myers, 


“ 


rant them an exception. They can do this very simply by 


they could collect the tolls on in perpetuity. 

So I think the simple solution is to do the things they can do legally 
and with the permission of the Federal Government without coming 
back to you and asking yon not only to wipe out your own bureaus’ 
amendments, but aiso to grant them a specific exception in this case. 

In winding up I might say the city of Gloucester urges and com- 
mends the Bureau of the Budget for having put the restrictions they 
have on this, and urges the committee here to maintain the amend- 
ments that have been put on it, and to stop the wild dog that is trying 


to be created. 





Mir. FALLON. Phank you very itl h. Mi Hughes 
Mr. Myers. May I express the thanks and appreciation of these 
folks from Pennsylvania and New Jersey whom you have heard to 


day ¢ You have been very patient and very kind. ana I waht to 


express to you also m\ persol al thanks and appre 


ij reception you have givel to all of us, not o y Vou, uit 


cept Ol that ill oO! Live members of the committe have ec t 
se Wwithesses who | ave appeared here today 
Mr. Fatton. Thank you, Senator. 
( oneressn (zrananan Ww shes to 1b ta { { 
tyié tio} \\ | be pla ed at tI = po nit 
( | tatement reterred to 1s as T llows 
~ Lion. Wit a HA? PED H. R 
H.R. 55 ) SrMinar Bits to G Cons! ( : 
( B I Co) ( r FP > S ( 
N! J ( I HE DELA R 1’ \ 
Ml ( i! I 1 great mal years fT i ( 
! ( } orgatl or of e Gre ‘ x | - t re 
i! e be ¢ to have « ted b gis Pel 
Ne Jerse eg on crea " re River Por \ p! 
nd develop the great and historic ortant port of Philade Cam 
t ( d tl t! cle Loy ‘ 0 ! i Der ness and 
¢ ig tec 
In Ifo] ( eLZIsia res ¢ the ¢ ( ‘ i S I I Ne J 
doples \ \ eil I t re ha 1? t it t I 
Auth ithe ny naan Phila 
( nae | er té here eG ern S 4 bs Ne ] 
ny d this legislati« I ned state S (le I t 
jects e impleni dre d. and the 1 dk 
nirodu pre th p ( g 7 , 
ay | ‘ ‘ | ote f e fT ‘ ~ es I i 
(,0vert i 1 end “| ! f nnorte \I ] ! ( 
er e | rie Ms ‘ (‘amd ‘ ‘ i 
e Co res ve been ! cle “ ‘ tlhe 
e 7 ole I “ele 
rt H. i Vs dH. R () I ed ‘ I 
Penns d bills by Congressman W 
( vTress \W ( of New Jerse p. cle ! ( nere 
; ; ts in their original for Iams ‘ g 
tI ~ ! Ss \ prhout i en eh ne ori I tted ( ( 
(‘ohgres : ear expre ol rie ol ‘ ‘ Penn \ 
nd New lersey throug the ove rie rh ‘ i) ss! ( sin es Lb 
ett up these j mp 
I stror \ ree your col litte ‘ if ‘ I I hese 0b 
their original forn Witte I cl ph I ail 


Mr. I ALLON. The committee adjour! = until 10 oclock tomorrow 
morning. 

(Where pon, at 1:15 p. m. the committee ado irned until 10 a. n 
r dav, Thursday, May 22, 1952 


‘ 


Tie follow mn 





DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY AND DELAWARE 
RIVER JOINT COMMISSION 


THURSDAY, MAY 22, 1952 


House or RepresentArives, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pustic Works. 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:35 a. m., Hon, 
George H. Fallon presiding. 
Mr. Farton. Mr. Russell. 
Mr. Russell, will you give the reporter your full name and title? 


STATEMENT OF HENRY E. RUSSELL, COUNSEL TO THE DELAWARE 
RIVER JOINT COMMISSION 


Mr. Russet. Henry E. Russell, and in association with the Penn- 
sylvania counsel of the commission, Augustus F. Daix, Jr., and with 
New Jersey counsel for the commission, Senator Bruce Wallace of 
New Jersey, acting as counsel to the Delaware Joint Commission. 

We are, of course, only technicians, sir, and my remarks are ad- 
dressed to the legislative situation. Most of it has been reduced to 
a memorandum which I ask permission to file. 

Mr. Fation. Without objection the document may be incorporated 
in the record. 

(The dor iment referred to is as follows “S| 


SUMMARY MEMORANDUM RE H. R. 5502 anno H.R. 55038, S Hi 
E. Russect, AuGcustTvUs F. Datrx, Jr., AND Bri \. Wa AC RK int D 
AWARE River JOINT COMMISSION 


Both of these bills relate to the Delaware River Joint Con ISS1O! a bi-State 
agency created by the States of Pennsylvania and Ne lerse} his corporate 
agency of the two States was created by a compact made betwer the two 
States in 1931 which was consented to and approved by the Seventy-second 
Congress on June 14, 1952 (47 Stat. 508) 

The bills now under consideration were introduced September 27, 1951. They 


were the subject of reports made October 19, 1951, by the Department of Com- 


1¢ Honorable Charles A. Buckley, chairman of your committee. These 


| 


merce tot 
reports made suggestions for amendment and improvement of the bills. Sub- 
sequent discussions with representatives of that Department resulted in agree- 


ment on proposed amendments satisfactory to all concerned The appendix 
attached to this summary memorandum sets forth text of the amendments 
igreed to by the States involved and by the joint commission The text of 


these suggested amendments conforms in all respects with the agreements reached 
n 1951 except that, on one point involving the tax laws of the United States, 
there has been used the language suggested to the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget by letter of the Acting Secretary of the Treasury dated February 27, 
1952, which language represents an improvement in form without change in 
the intent of the amendment previously agreed upon in that respect 


87 
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While representatives of the Department of Commerce were consulted prior 





to preparation of the report of the Bureau of the Budget dated May 2, 1952 to 
the Honorable Dennis Chavez, as chairman of the Senate Committee on Publ 
Works regarding corresponding bills (S 21ST and S&S. Z1SS Liles wreed almend 
ments are not reflected in that report Su amendments were, however, 
described to representatives of the Bureau of the Budget as satisfactory to the 
States and Commission at a long discussion of the subject had on April 1, 1952 
Since such amendments, though not referred to in the report, would dispose of 
major problems raised in the report, and since sponsors of the bills now under 
consideration would hope that your committee wil cept nd make those 
amendments, this summary memorandum deals with the | Ss propose to be 
el anged by such amendments 

The principal function of the Delaware River Joint Commission under the 
1931 compact and 1932 consent has been the operatic ind m tenance and 
the financing (presentiy ital pel ent rate) of the vehicu bt we ove the 
Delaware River from Philadelphia, Pa., to Camden, N. J This is the only 
highway bridge connecting the two cities The Com ilso given 
various other powers for promoting use of the Delaware Liver ar the Phila 
lelphia-Camden port area as an instrumentality of comme ind a limited 
power to linprove transportation of passengers ovel the said bridge betwee! 
Philadelphia and Camden, These additional powers were to be exercised only 
subject to prior approval by the two legislatures and, pursuant to such approval, 
the Commission has heretofore establishe L Digh-speed ve rhe teraetys 

Use of the bridge has increased to a point beyond pro} apacityv, and it 
has become apparent that an additional crossing of the river between Phila- 


delphia and Camden must be provided. In addition, growth of population in 
the territory in New Jersey beyond Camden east of the River, which has become 








an area suburban to both Philadelphia and Camden, gives rise to pressing need 
fi rapid-transit facilities running from Philadelphia eastward over tl river 
into the territory extending as much as 35 miles from Camden And lastly, 
for the commerce and welfare of the Philadelphia-Camden port urea, the Con 
mission must be put in a position, as a port authority, to satisfy public needs 
for terminal and transportation facilities 

Under parallel legistation adopted in 1951, the t States | e entered into 
two agreements amending and supplementing the original 1YAL cor pact These 
two amendatory compacts are the subject matter, respectively f H. R. 5502 and 
5HDO8. whi vould give the required Constitutlor nsent f Congress to the 
new compacts 

H. R. 5503 

The shorter of the two new compacts is the subject matter of H. R. 55035 and 
merely dds a new rticle NIT—A to the 1931 comp he led article 
the Commission is given power to finance and construct at dditional crossing 
(either bridge or tunnel) between Philadelphia and Camas to be located 2 or 


3 miles south of its existing bridge. Other incidental provisions are included 





the new article, regulating the unde rtak hg of the new construction or <« larifying 


and modernizing the incidental powers vested in the Commiss 
H. R. 5508 will give the consent of Congress to this first amendatory compact 


subject to all of the usual reservations customarily made by Congress in giving 


Similar consents It will further give the consent of Congress to the construc 
tion over the navigable waters of the Delaware River of the proposed new inter 
state bridge or crossing and will permit the commission, like other similat 
authorities or commissions, to Combine into one project for purposes of financing 


and operating the new crossing and any other of the facilities it provides for 


the public As under the o7 ! 
to be subject to review by the Secretary of the Army and are required to be 





al legislation. the toll arrangements continue 


reasonable. 


H. R. 5502 


The other and longel amendatory compact is the subject itter of H R HO? 
This compact makes a number of amendments to articles I, II, 1V, XI, and XII 
of the original compact and adds a new article XIII consisting of definitions. 
Aside from the mere clarification of incidental powers and provisions, the prin 
cipal effects of the new compact are (1) to convert the commission to an authority, 
changing its name to “Delaware River Port Authority,” (2) to define as a port 
district the area of its operations in Pennsylvania and New Jersey, (3) to 


authorize establishment of the necessary rapid-transit system from Philadelphia 
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out into the New Jersey communities, a1 tf) to authorize the port authority, 
subject to prior approval by the State authorities, to provide the terminal and 
transportation facilities needed for the commerce and welfare of the port 
district and acquire a privately constructed bridge northerly of its existing 
Philadelphia-Camden Bridge. 

(gain subject to all of the usual reservations made in such cases by the 
Congress, H. R. 5502 would give the necessary constitutional consent to this 
ndat \ wt and, similar to H. R M5, it wi ‘ ~ 

combine property for purposes of unified management yy h, and 
f icing 
Ne ‘ ) the wi roposais covered by these bi l! olve Fede i funds n 
vy Wi pprova 0 the compacts d rrojects DY 1e@ Congress through 
time hese bills is urgently needed rv the public welfal id safet 
t] V’ adelphia-Camden area, 
It is understood that the honorable subcommittee | be ! he bove 
ntiohed re t on the corresponding Senate bills ade by the B eau of the 
Budget ‘ date of May 2, 1952 It may be help the iitte O 
mment he vel briefly on the oints raised in that lette L hie parentiy 
e to be taken as objectior s to both bills becuuse the \ Ie iid to be de { es 
eXt }) I the General Bridge Act of 1946 (1 Ss. 4 \ ‘ 2, ¢ ed 
ire res ed one by one as follows: 
l They would permit toll rates to be fixed by the authority instead of by 
e Secre of the Army. Under the agreed amendments subst quently called 
the Bureau's attention on April 1, 1952, this is not the case Tolls « the 
existing bridge have always been subject to the jurisdiction of the Secretary 
under the 1906 Bridge Act and all crossings constructed or acquired in future 
will be similarly regulated under the 1946 Bridge Act 
”~) They would permit use of bridge revenues for purposes other than amortiz 
¢ cost or borrowings for the bridges and accordingly per! continuance of 
tolls afte! nortization of such ¢ or borrowings rhis is entirely true and 
s the princip reason for urging prompt enactment o the nensures Reference 
ectir >of each of the bills will show that the nonbridge purposes to which 
be applic excess bridge revenues are strictly lin d t properties or 
es Deo m, terminal or port improveme! purpose It 
rd to ce e of any iss of public improvements which 1 re ¢ i ‘ 
pute ad el lraugement nd Lil l tion ol I il¢ I i l l 
Ii \ tit t lt \ ¢ I de ed 1 ‘ o 
, “] mor } Veoomie ~ This ! ‘ i 
nal e1 ‘ the bills themselves lt y answering S point med 
hat the nitt s pur] e is to foster and promot ntersta ce nd 
¢ t t ul “ "I t hat t l ‘ | 
mil I hig j ~ | = egisla ’ k res] , 
mst yg 1 1h n of the des IM ‘ n ‘ bine 
} r elit he se1 I ‘ 1M ! ste Ww the 
rr I i ( 146 Gen il Bri ( AY ts cipa subi 
‘ ! he inters sori git ee be g clitic s part 
N ! N guble W ‘ f Dh Or ttec 
( he bills in no way my} 1 the principal pr 
cle ng h frees of gn 

I vw ye WOO g for financing pu es W rn bridge 

s . b Sm elieved to | i poll f se 1 object in the 

dae ! ‘ i repo It mav be added t t such combination can also occur 

s between re crossings of the Delaware River and tunnel crossings of the 

elaware Rive ithorized to be undertaken by the commission In this connec- 

he ! e may find it difficult t cept the assumption in the report 

he 146 Bridge Act establishes a congressional policy against the pooling 

f revent ! rive ossings or the e of such revenues on a proper basis 
or support of other appropriate public improvements as long as may be necessary 
e 1946 ae despite the reservations in prior acts of power to amend ¢ Lie 

dge o ssing permits, did me limit the application of tolls derived from 

<S us }) ously constructed it t the period durit Vhich such te SCO ] 

collected It did provide limitations as to toll rates and the collection of 

! ‘ ite bridges b rrespective of the amount of interstate traffic 
vhich might be ries makes no such limitation as regards bridges over other 

Viguble streams, and, bevond that, it permits unregulated and unlimited tolls 

I a f interstate rivers effected by tunnels Ample precedent since 1946 
sts te ongressional approval for pooling bridge revenues (see e. g. 61 Stat. 
Pp. For 62 Stat ». 465), and the freedom of tunne gs fi ¢ 
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limit on toll collections indicates that there is no clear policy against continuation 
of reasonable tolls on interstate crossings for the time necessary to finance and 
support other proper transportation and port-improvement projects. 

(4) A clause relating solely to taxation by the States involved (not by the 
United States of America) appearing in the longer compact (H. R. 5502) solely 
as repetition of material appearing in the original compact approved by Congress 
in 1932 may, by inclusion in the instant bills, cause confusion as to application 
of Federal revenue statutes. Amendment to avoid any such confusion was 
agreed upon in advance of the making of the report and, in the appendix hereto, 
is set forth in the form suggested by the Department of the Treasury. 

(5) They possibly represent a duplication of authority already available to 
the States and the Commission under the 1946 General Bridge Act. The existing 
authority, if any, is admittedly insufficient to cover even the pooling of bridge 
revenues approved in the report, and these bills, if for no other reason, are 


essential to the program agreed upon by the States after such extended and 





careful consideration Under this heading also, there seems to be expressed 
some fear of doubt as to the applicability of the pertinent provisions of the 1946 
Bridge Act, presumably those safeguarding navigation and submitting tolls to 
regulation by the Secretary of the Army. Here again, the point is believed to 
be covered by the amendments appearing in the appendix as submitted to the 
sureau earlier this yea here is also reference to the jurisdiction of the Inter 
state Commerce Commision as regards rapid nsit and rail facilities. The 
proviso to the first section of each of the bills carefully preserves the rights 


and jurisdiction of all agencies and officials of the United States with regard to 
commerce between the States or with foreign countries. Though there seems 
to be precedent (61 Stat. at p. 1066) for subjecting rail-bridge tolls to supervision 
by the Secretary of the Army free from the Interstate Commerce Commission, the 
Commission in this respect in no way requests exemption from the jurisdiction 


of the Interstate Commerce Commission, 


APPENDIX 


\MENDMED 


(1) In section 1, insert before the colon ir e > on page 2 the following: 

ind provided, That the consent of Congress hereby given shall not be con- 
strued to affect in any manner whatsoever the application of the internal revenue 
aws of the United States to the bonds or other securities or obligations issued 
by the commission, their transfer and the income therefrom (including any profits 
made on the sale thereof” 

(2) In section 3, strike out the words beginning with the word “Notwithstand- 
ing” in line 20 on page 24 down to and including the word “commission”, in line 
1 on page 25, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“Notwithstanding any limitation on 
tion 506 of the General Bridge Act of 1946, as amended, or as prescribed by any 
act heretofore enacted by the Congress authorizing or consenting to the con- 
struction or acquisition of any bridge constructed or acquired by the commission” 


the collection of tolls as prescribed by sec- 


(3) In section 38, strike out the words beginning with the word “the” first 
appearing in line 18 on page 25 down to and including the word “commission” 
in line 20 on page 25, and insert in lieu thereof the following: “‘as consented to 


by the Congress”, 
H. R. 5503 


(1) In section 1, insert before the coion in line 8 on page 2 the following: 
ind provide d, That the consent of Congress hereby given shall not be con- 
strued to affeet in any manner whatsoever the application of the internal revenue 
laws of the United States to the bonds or other securities or obligations issued 
by the commission, their transfer and the income therefrom (including any profits 
made on the sale thereof)”. 

(2) In section 3, strike out the words beginning with the word “Notwithstand 
ing” in line 1 on page 13 down to ang including the word “‘commission” in line 7 
on page 15, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“Notwithstading any limitation on the collection of tolls as prescribed by sec 
tion 506 of the General Bridge Act of 1946, as amended, or as prescribed by any 
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act heretofore enacted by the Congress authorizing or consenting to the con 
struction or acquisition of any bridge constructed or acquired by the commission” 

(3) In section 3, strike out the words beginning with the word “the” first ap 
pearing in line 4 on page 14 down to and including the word “commission” ir 
line 6 on page 14, and insert in lieu thereof the following: “as consented to by 
the Congress” 


AMENDMENTS RE DEPARTMENT OF THE A 


H. R. 5502 


t) In section 2, insert before the word “and” in line 12, on page 24, the 
following: “in accordance with the applicable provisions « section 502 (1 
of the General Bridge Act of 1946 and section 10 of the Riv and Harbors Ac 

farch 3, 1899 (33 U. S. C. see. 4038),” 

H. R. 5503 

! In section 2 nsert before the period iT ine <<a ‘ r- e | ‘ zg 

n accordance with the applicable provisions of se 1 Fo f the Ge 
Bridge Act of 1946 and section 10 of the Rivers and Harbo: Act of March 
S090 (323 U.S. C. see. 408)” 

’ 7 ’ : 
Mr. Russert. We have a problem there similar to the pro 
which Senator Myers found himself far In’. It ~ addr ssed to H R 
OY and H.R 5503. but | beheve the committee will have me ad tke 


in translating them to 5628 and 5629. 

The purpose of the memorandum. as I] say, 1s technical, to indicate 
to you what the proposal in fact is that i before the committee. The 
bills by agreement with a great many of the bureaus interested were 
for all practical purposes amended last year, prior to October 1951, 
and those amendments were the subject of a report made to you by 
the Commerce Departme t in October. ; 

Those amendments, which we th nk of as agreed ame! dments, at 
least from our point of view, take care of the major part, in om 
opinion, of the difficulties raised by the bureaus In the reports filed 


in the last 2 or 3 weeks. I will mention them very, very briefly, and 
make all my remarks brief because I know of your | roblem wit 
time since you are subject to the call of the House at any moment, 
In the first place, there are objections made that the current toll 
rates are not subject to regulation in the usual course by the Se 
retary of the Army. Under the agreed amendments as proposed to 
this committee through the re port of the Department ot Commerce 
in October and agreed to by the States and commission here that is 


A 


not true, of course, of the bills as amended. We are anxious that 
we come under the usual regulatory powers of the Secretary of Wat 
as to toll rates, and all our remarks are really addressed to bills which 
provide for that regulation. 

Secondly, a question has been raised as to the Federal tax 
on the financing to be undertaker by this Commission. It was by the 
customary and inadvertent repetition of a clause appearing in the 
original 195] compact that the question was raised. That clause relates 
only to State taxation. but in view of the possibility of confusion this 
Commission and the two States accept without reservation the recom 
mendation of the Honorable Edward Foley, Under Secretary of the 
lreasury, as to the language of a clause to avoid any possible confusion 
about Federal income tax taxation. 

This memorandum includes that text in full as recommended by the 
Treasury. 
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Still speaking of minor matters, or at least we consider them to be 
minor, there has been a reference to the jurisdiction of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission as regards the high speed line. As prepared 
we have in our bills the usual proviso preserving the jurisdiction of 
all boards, agencies and commissions of the United States. We con 
ceive 16 to protect the jurisdiction of the Interstate ¢ ommerce Commis 
gion as far as that rail line is concerned, and if it does not we will b 
anxious to avree to an ymendment to make sure of that. 

There has also been raised ina report filed | think. 4 days avo by 
the Department of the Army as to tae continued ipphi ation in this 
Case of the usual provisions ot the Rivers and Harbors Act ot LSOD. 


1 


and of the 1946 Bridge Act. as to the Lpproy il of plans. In thus 
memorandum we accept with a clarifying bit of legislation inserting 


the exact language ot the recommendations of the Vepartment of the 
Army. We do not wish to get out from under any of those regulation 

Mr. Mie GREG mm, Will the ventlem un eld 4 

Mr. Russevy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. It is my understanding in your memorandum vo 
have drafted amendments that would take care of the object ons of the 
persons or departments you referred to. Is that correct / 

Mr. Russeuu. Fully. There is an exception. There are other obje 
tions. There is one other objection. That other « bijection deals with 
the pooling of revenues and the possibility of diversion of revenues. 

There we meet. as Mr. Costello told the committee vesterday, head on 
W ith the views of some of the bureaus that h ive been expressed, As to 
that. I would ke Lo take Ymimutes to mention the m itter of diversion 


of revenues, whiel | th nk al dl | think properly. Ss One of the hiajpor 
problems of the committee and of the Congress in considering the 
matter. 

Feat Is expressed, is | understand it. 1 it I s alle wed to con 
tinue on a toll basis like the Port of New York Authority, revenues 
may be diverted to improper purposes. It may be diverted away from 
highway purposes anal may be alive rted away. I do not know to whiat 
purpose. I would like to answer that briefly. I did in part by int 
rupting Mr. Costello vesterday. 

In the first place, the states have quite is much interest to avoid 
that diversion as this Coneress has. I \ not read In aetail the pul 
poses which the ‘ompacts Now before vou est tblish as t] corporate 
purposes of this commission, but I can asst re you gentlement { hieat they 
are all limited to commerce and transportation purposes, and as a 
charter of a corporation it controls that corporation. Phat is from 
the pou t of view of the States. I would be a misteasance and a mis 
demeanor if this commission were to apply any of its income fron 


bridge tolls or elsewhere except to prope public transportation and 
colnmerce pul Pose sas established in the compact, 

As technical draftsmen we could Say that that took care of t 
interest of the States. On the other hand, the Congress is asked to 
permit us to continue with tolls. As draftsmen we felt the Congress 
should have a similar control. In the provision of the bill which 
represents clirect congressional action and direction it is provided 
that these tolls, continued or not, pooled or not, can only be applied— 


and I quote from one of the bills—can only be applied to other— 


1 
he 
bat 


bridges or tunnels or of any railroads, rapid-transit systems, or other properties 


or facilities for transportation, terminal or port improvement purposes 
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That is the only thing which under the charter, so to speak, that 
we ask from Congress, that. we can possib ly apply the moneys to. 
It is our conception a strong representation to the committee and 
Congress 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Russell, which bill are you reading from ¢ 

Mr. Russevu. I happen to be reading from 5502, which is the one 
about the port authority. 

Mr. Fation. What page is that? 

Mr. Roussetit. Page 25. The same language appears without any 
change, I think, on page 13 of 5503, relating to the additional crossing. 
I used that as a sample of all the bills that have been introduced, Mr. 
Chairman. ‘They are identical. 

Jeginning at about line 6 vou will see that we are to be granted, if 
this be passed, the power to charge tolls for 
any bridge or tunnel heretofore or hereafter controlled, constructed, or acquired 
by the commission, and to combine any two or more of such bridges or tunnels 
or of any railroads, rapid-transit systems, or other properties or facilities for 
transportation, terminal or port improvement purposes (each hereinafter refer 
ed to as “facility’’) 

That defines the term “facility” used throughout the rest of the bill, 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the ge ntle ‘man y ield ? 

Mr. Russevy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do you not think there should be a celling on that? 
Lre you cong to continue to use those tolls forever and ever and 
ever / 

Mr. Russeitx. In our submission, sir, most respectfully we believe 
there is a ceiling, but it cannot be expressed in the usual manner of 
the General Bridge Act of 1946, The ceiling is made for interstate 
commerce and tri insportation te rminals or port improve ment purposes. 
If there is no need there will be no borrowing. If there is no need 
there will be no tolls charged for that purpose. 

Mr. McGrecor. Generally a need could be found, could it not ? 

Mr. Russewi. Itecan. Yes,sir. IThavetoadmit that. But I donot 
think it is likely under any circumstances that there will be manu 
factured needs. I cannot speak for other port authorities. 

Mr. McGrecor. I do not mean to imply that your organization 
would, but as a general policy sometimes needs are found, if it would 
be convenient for a proposal. 

Mr. Fartzton. Mr. Russell. this is of course a diversion in a sense 
in the over-all picture. This committee has the knowledge of money 
that is collected by the States from automobile-use taxes that has been 
diverted to such an extent that they cannot even match their Federal 
funds which we are willing to give them. 

Mr. Russe. May I speak to that, sir? I am sure that is true. 
I have seen it happen myself in States. I know what happens to, 
I believe you said, some $2 billion of gasoline taxes. 

Mr. Fariton. That is on the Federal side. 

Mr. Ri SSELL. The same th ing y happens down below on the State 
level. That is precisely what in my opinion the legislatures in estab 
lishi ne the ch: arter for this con 1M 18s on inten de dl to pre vent. That 
shall go to commerce, transportation, traffic purposes, and no other. 
We have in our humble submission inserted in these bills the same 
protection to the interests of the Congress. We cannot divert them 


ongk 
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without committing a crime under a direct congressional mandate 
which we have drafted and submitted to you, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Of course, this is true. The Federal Government 
itself is diverting our gasoline and transportation tax money and 
sending it to Europe. So we cannot criticize the States too much 
if we ourselves are doing it. 

Mr. Rt SSELL. I think you can criticize the States because youl 
exigencies may be quite different from ours. 

Mr. McGreeor. Take care of your own people first. 

Mr. Russe.u. I might debate that with you, sir. 

Mr. AY CILINCLOSS, Mr. Russell, in the development of the railroads 
and rapid transit systems involved here, I understand that also in 
volves the carrving of the United States mails As I understand this 
development the railroads operating in south Jersey are giving up 
their mail transportation on account of the lack of traffic. That mean 
that the delivery of the mail has got to go to the star route system. 
Howe ver, if we are able to develop and keep the railroad situation 
in balance, so TO speak, we will aid the U) ited States Government in 
the transportation of the mail. Is that not correct / 

Mr. Russevy. It would sound correct to me, but I cannot speak to 
the facts. Mr. Costello could say that. 

Mr. Woxtverron. Those facts are correct. 

Mr. Fanuon. Mr. Russell. is the language in this bill tdentical to 
the language under which the New York Port Authority operates, 
or 1s it not ¢ 

Mr. Russevy. It is not identical with it, sir. It is not even adapted 
from it. 

Mir. IF antton. Is it moc ied or extended 

Mr. Russeui. It is not even adapted to it and it bears no true rela- 
tionship as a matter of language. The Port Authority of New York 
operates under the L906 Bridge Act and there was never a prohibition 
ainst the diversion of their funds. They operate under the 1906 
Bridge Act. iis do the George Washington Bridge and the bridges 

n 


ovel the Staten Island Kill thre re, and Of course eithe you hor the 
Congress has ever pros ided anything about the limitation of tolls on 
tunnels. so that I cannot answer the question. We attempted to arrive 


a better re sult than the Port of New York Authority, but they have 


ra 

» language I can cite asa precedent 

Mr. Farton. How does this bill compare with the language that set 
up thr Ni York Port Authority. to vour kno ledor (LOe this modify 
to eXte lit’ 

M Russri I tioriite din my o} on tron hat the statute 
r tating to the Port of N York Author ld y f 

[ wis! Nha Croldber were | et Lo { they ¢ uld prov if 

lities for thi 1 other than tra Dol r col ! | te? 

state commerce fire lit =, Ib lheve that trl We ii'¢ ow Ww lling 
nd thinking it correct we come to you al Si) that we want the 
pooling process, but we are pet fectly willing to agree with you and 
lave you direct il that il shall ro Ol} ly to interstate commerce and 
for on Cotlnmerce facilities, I do not thir k it we made al analysis 


of the Port of New York Authority's sfatutes That Vou would find 
that limitatior tl ] ] 1] 
As you know, under the 1906 Bridge Act people cout. 


revenues from the operation of ! t tit mica supe 


there in the statutes applicable to them 
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the reduction of taxes, or the building of a school or a hospital. We 

do not ask for that. If the port has it I know they have not taken 

advantage of it. The Port of New York, that is. But we do not 

eveli ask to be put mn } position where we night conceivably SO foul 
ip the obiect we are trying to arrive at. 

Mr. Farton. Mr. Russell, I asked Mr. Goldberg a question yesterday 
and he could not answer me categorically. Is it not true that th 
legislation is designed to give the States a new avenue of income and 
that it is going to be a perpetual thing, and mavbe rightly so, becaus 
iad of these public-works projects could be built by the cities 
or the States out of the tax revenues that thev now receive, because 
i most every case where you derive your taxes it is already ove 


burdened. This is a departure from any other way that the city 
governments or State governments have es running and operating 
They see that if the automobile trafhe mcreas the Wi it has beer 
in the past year, that this is going to be a more or le te Ms nent was 
of collecting taxes. 

Mr. Russevi. I do not know wha chent behn lime will say, but 


| agree 1f 1S a palatable wav of ra sing pub le revenue fo. propel 
public purposes. 

Mr. Fantuon. Rather than decide on the merits of this bill as 
benefits New Jersey, Delaware. and Pennsylvania. we are deciding on 
a new policy of collecting taxes. 


Mr. Russevi. I would differ with that. Mr. Chairman, most em 
phati lly. You are deciding it ol ly in the case ae bi-State agencies 
involving a bi-State port [ think that I can challenge anvone to 
name another even fair-sized port involving two States where the 
problems are the same | hope vou are not consicerihig it necessary 
to establish a new policy a together. 

Mr. Faruuon. I am talking about from the Government level. It 


has already been established at the State level where it is interstate. 

Mr. Russevu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fatxon. But now this is intrastate. Is that not what you 
would call it from one State to another ? 

Mr. Russexxi. I think of that as interstate. 

Mr. Fatton. When it is within a State. 

Mr. MoUxecon. May I raise one question? Is it you interpreta- 
tion of this legislation, should it be passed and become a law, that the 
funds head by the collection of tolls over this particular bridge 
would be used o1 ie’ for the erection of projects directly related to 
transportation ¢ 

Mr. Russett. Exactly. Under the exact terms not only of the 


State legislation, but the Congressional legislation which we speak of. 
Nin it ALLON | .ecL VO Ve sterday 1 vou could use these funds to 
uuild a handling device for iron ore. 
Mr. Russeui. I think it could be so. It could be a subject of in- 
ferstate and foreign commerce if it be on a plier provided for interstats 


and/or foreign commerce, or commerce for the port; but I submit to 
you that Is commerce quite as mut h as my driving an automobile 
Mr. McGrecor. Of course, when I was naming a project relative 
LO ‘an sporti ition I certainly did not mean that it would he 9 project 
where you would run cranes and devel lop ore. 
Mr RUSSELL. I do not mean develop ore, but handling freight. 
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Mr. Fation. Cranes come under a handling device, and that is 
commerce, as you interpret it? 

Mr. Russet. I believe it is. If it be a public pier for the handling 
of cargoes or vessels, I think that is an instrumentality. I may be 
entirely wrong, but I conceive it to be an instrumentality of foreign 
and interstate commerce. 

Mr. Fation. You would not call it recreation ; would you ? 

Mr. Russeizi. No, sir. I would not. I do not think anyone here 
would. I do not think I do, sir. I do not think water supply is. I 
do not think a city hall is. But I conceive that you must in your 
function protect interstate commerce, and that is the principal reason 
why we are before you as to these permits. We think that we have 
effectually prevented in the drafts any discrimination against inter- 
state commerce and, in addition, we have provided the mechanics for 
fostering interstate commerce, which otherwise would fall on the 
Federal “fisc,” as Justice Cardozo used to call it, or the Federal 
Treasury. 

Supposing the States were not willing to undertake this crossing. 
What is going to happen? I believe it is the function of the Federal 
Government to promote interstate commerce. Suppose these people 
who appear before you said to you, “We who use 85 percent of the 
facility are willing to pay the toll.” As you remember, Mr. Costello 
said that percentage of the people who use the bridge come from within 
and live within 14 miles. They originate and terminate within 14 
miles of either side, for all practical purposes. They are the people 
who are going to have to pay this exorbitant toll of 25 cents for a 
slightly longer period in order to have a proper crossing, and in order 
to have port facilities, and in order to have terminal facilities, and 
in order to have facilities of interstate commerce. They say “We 
are anxious to do it.” 

It seems to me if there were any discrimination against interstate 
commerce, or any undue burden on them, either way you want to 
state it, then we have produced every bit of testimony that can be had 
that there is no such thing as that involved in this. The people who 
are paying it want to pay it. 

Congressman Hand, I think we can say, is probably the only typical 
witness we have had as to the other type of traffic which crosses these 
bridges, that is, from farther away, and which you might think of 
not so much as metropolitan district traffic as there is around Baltimore 
or New York. He represents, you might say, the true interstate 
commerce we might be talking about. All traflic. He, speaking for 
the truckers and dealers and residents of his district 35 to 40 miles 
away, says, “We want to pay a.” 

Mr. Fatton. What district does he represent ? 

Mr. Russein. Cape May. 

Mr. Woxverton. He represents Cape May, Cumberland, and 
Atlantic Counties. 

Mr. Russe.v. That is where the interstate commerce that crosses 
that bridge in an easterly direction of a typical kind, the truckers, 
is going to go. It cannot go any farther because it would go into 
the Atlantic Ocean, and those people want to pay it. 

Mr. McGrecor. May Lask this question: Is there any instance where 
intrastate traffic alone is covered by this situation? Is it all interstate? 
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Mr. Russet. It is not honest for me to say that. I imagine there 
will be facilities which under one interpretation, you would say, would 
be largely local on one side of the river or the other. It is impossible 
to have a bus terminal in the middle of the river. There may be one 
in Camden, for instance. 

Mr. McGreaor. Then it would cover intrastate as well as interstate ? 

Mr. Russet. You might know more about the legal definition of 
“interstate commerce” than I do, but when a bus passenger gets off 
in Camden having crossed the bridge and uses the facility to board 
another bus to take a slightly farther journey, I have an idea he is 
still in interstate commerce. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Russell, as I understand it, you agreed that the 

neome from tolls would be subject for income-tax purposes to Federal 
taxation ¢ 

Mr. Russetx. No, sir. 

Mr. FALLON. The income on the bonds | meant to say. 

Mr. Russetit. No: we agree they shall in effect be subject to the 
present Internal Revenue Code, just as bonds of Baltimore are. I 
did not mean to use your territory, but let us take New York, or 
the New York Port Authority, or the metropolitan district, or the 
bi-State or Washington Suburban, which are treated by the Internal 
Revenue Code. The Internal Revenue Code presently exempts them 
from taxation. 

Mr. Fation. The income on the bonds. 

Mr. Russeti. The income on the bonds. The bonds of Montgomery 
County, for example, are presently exempted by the Internal Reve- 
nue Code from taxation. 

Mr. Fatiton. I do not think the Maryland Bridge bonds are. 

Mr. Russeti. I would be very much surprised at that. I think 
| read a circular that they were, The income is exempt from Federal 
Income tax taXation. 

Mr. FALLON, The income ol the bonds is exempt from Federal 
income tax ¢ 

Mr. Russeui. Yes. 

Mr. Fatuon. I think I made the mistake then last vear al d paid 
income tax on them. 

Mr. Russett. Then you should file an application. No lawyer 
guarantees anything, but—— 

Mr. Fatton. You agree, under section 503 that the Secretary of 
the Army prescribes a reasonable rate of toll ? 

Mr. Russ} LL. Yes, sir. We operate that way today. In my 
memorandum we so state, and I believe Mr. Tierney has before him 
also language which is entirely satisfactory to us. 

Mr. Fatiton. Except that it be exempted from the limitations of 
section 9506. 

Mr. Russeti. That is what we ask. I have other reasons for it. 
but I do not want to burden the committee too much. I can very 
briefly refer to that, if you like. 

Mr. Fauion. I think we know pretty well why vou want it. 

Mr. Russeiui. I would like to add one last thing to the point about 
506. It seems to me, sir, that all of the objections which in the last 2 
days we have seen in reports based on the continuation of tolls in this 
case, all stem from an assumption that the General Bridge Act of 1946 
established a congressional policy requiring that tolls on interstate 
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bridges must die when the cost has been recouped. They must be 
cut off then. I think that that policy is usually stated to be this: 
That tolls for the use of an interstate vehicular crossing shall cease 
when the tolls have paid off the cost of the bridge. 

Mr. Goldberg mentioned this very briefly yesterday, but I do want 
to add one or two things to it. One is that that section of the act deals 
only with bridges constructed under that act. In fact, it says that 
that cut-off provision applies to interstate bridges constructed or ac- 
quired under the provisions of sections 502 to 510 of this act. We do 
not come to Congress asking to build it under 502 to 510. We come 
under what is clearly contemplated by the Bridge Act of 1946. We do 
not come to Congress with a particular metropolitan-district problem 
different from the problem of bridges alone and ask for specially safe- 
guarded treatment protecting the public interest from the Congress’ 
point of view. We come to you with legislation hand-tailored to 
protect and promote interstate commerce and highway tratflic. 

Then, asa second observation Oli this } po nt, we ao not think—and 
Mr. Goldberg mentioned this yesterday—we do not think one can 


] 


say that a congressional om Ol iF e ler il pol Icy derives from one 

| by the 1946 
Bridge Act, other Feder <4 acts favor and promote other types and 
facilities of commerce—the types which the Commission wants to 
undertake. For instance, the United States dredges and improves a 
harbor. The United States grants clirect aid toa irports, if we shoul | 
ever get into that. The United States aids marine terminals both 
financially and by help. It advances planning funds through the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency for all types of community fa- 
‘ilities, including those of transportation. 


act alone. Quite as mucl iy Por Base iy traffic is favore 
+] 


Curiously enough, the United States in connection with this high 
speed line whi h is spoken of as belng a thn g which would be Most 


Iniproper to Su} port from the tolls on the bridge and most hiproper 
to support from the highway tolls on the same bridge—curiously 
enough the United States itself provided i loan and orant for the 
construction of that high speed line some years ago. 

What is more. in connection with that loan the United States 
sald that we must promise to continue the tolls on the highway 
irrespective of whether we got the cost of the highway Crossing paid 
off, as security for and to pay the loan which the I nited states wanted 
to make to us. Of course, circumstances change as time passes, but 
the prool of the pudding is in the years of the PWA program under 
Secretary Ickes and Ed Foley and the people who were over there, 
they wanted the tolls continued to sup port a hig] h-speed line. 

Now, whether or not I am correct in saying that this 1946 Bridge 
Act does not apply to our kind of a case, I submit to you, sir, that in 
truth the 1946 act does not cut off tolls on all interstate vehicular 
highw ave rossings. Mr. Gol Ibe ro me ntioned one ¢ rtw pie Lape There 
is nothing i in the act that cuts off tolls, no matter how soon the owner 
gets back the cost. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Russell, did you know the Judiciary Committee 
now has under consideration legislation to rescind the New York Port 
Authority ? 

Mr. Russetu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Which puts the Congress in a rather peculiar posi- 
tion, where one committee of the Congress is rescinding the New York 
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Port Authority and another committee has people coming in and 
asking for the establishment of another authority or additional 
authority. 

Mr. Rr SSELL. It would indeed, but they are two independent organi- 
zations and I do not represent the New York Port Authority or its 
interests. I pay their tolls. I live up there. 

Mr. FALLON. Of course, you know we also made al exemption In 
the 1946 Bridge Act last October L951. when we authorized the con- 
struction of a bridge over the Delaware River by the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike Commission and we allowed them an extra 10 years, or 40 
years for the collection of tolls. That is a step In your direction. 

Mr. Russe. Yes, sir; it isa very pronounced step in that direction. 

In addition to that, Mr. Chairman, that provided unlimited 
pooling. 

Could I mention one more point on the Bridge Act of 1946. We 
are faced with this kind of feeling and general argument based on 


fact that it established ; i polic, Vy. I point out to you a thing that 
was terribly startling to me. Today if I have the funds under the 
1946 Bridge Act I can go and build an interstate vehicular bridge and 
i can charge tolls for it for the rest of my life. Now why, gentleme 
when the States have presented a program which care fully protects 
the public terest should we be put lll a pr sit on nferi r to those of 
private promoters I do not understand it. Those tolls on a private 
bridge constructed in exact accordance with the terms of the 1946 
Bridge Act can vo r the di ividends there from can oO to me ind to the 
stockholders, and } no one can stop me. I do not understand why it is 
assumed from that that there is a pol cv requiring the stopping ot 
tolls on interstate CTOSSINGS., 


Under these circumstances we think it is not quite right to say 
that we seek a violation of the 1946 Bridge Act. We are supplement- 


ing and implementing what I think is its real intent, and in doing that 
we seek to construct a bridge under proper and careful congressional 
restrictions assuring its operation solely in the publi terest and 


We concede that your prine ipal concerns in this matter are three in 
number. First, to see there is no discrimination against interstate 
commerce or traffic. We have heard of no question on this score, and 
if there were we feel sure one of the two States, or the cities, or the 
peop le most intimate ly concerned, would have been the first to raise it. 

The secon d point, I think, whie h wt rule l be of concern to you is to 
see that protection is had against unreasonable or unjust tolls result- 
ing from the pooling of revenues. I know Mr. Costello told you 
that 80 percent of the revenues came from the people in the area, 
and we did not hear a dissenting voice except for the question being 
raised of a wild dog and a cancerous growth, or a tunnel versus a 
bridge, which is given to the commission rather than this agency. 
We heard no complaint of the tolls or proposed tolls. 

I spoke of Congressman Hand’s testimony. Beyond all that there 
is the Secretary of the Army sitting there to see that they are not 
unjust or unreasonable. 

The third point is to see that the continuing tolls are not diverted 
to any improper purpose. I have mentioned that. 

That concludes my semiprepared remarks, sir. We have over- 
night had an opportunity to inspect a report of the Department of 


reventing any improper diversion of its revenues. 
| 
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Commerce received yesterday. If you would like I will comment 
on it extemporaneously. Otherwise perhaps you would prefer to 
w: it until you have heard from Judge Boykin, who I see is here and 
pr-sumably representing the Department. 

[ might say, in order to put it on the record, that we object most 
st’ nuously to the proposed amendment appearing in that report. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Russell, it is the wish of the committee that hear- 
ings on these particular bills will be suspended until next week, at 
which time we will hear the Government Departments and Mr. 
Boykin. 

Mr. Russetx. I hope we will have the opportunity of seeing some 
day all of the reports that are in, and perhaps answer them or answer 
questions about them. 

Mr. Faxon. It will be in the record when we hold further hear- 
ings on the bill. 

Are there any further questions? 

Mr. McGrecor. I was trying to check the statement that privately 
owned bridges can be constructed and tolls collected under the Bridge 
Act. I am wondering if you could refer to that particular section ? 

Mr. Russetx. I would cite you and Mr. Tierney in regard to that 
assertion to the fact that 506 of the Bridge Act is the only one that 
purports to cut off tolls in any way. That is the one that says they 
van run for 30 years, at the most. That is the one that says they 
must stop sooner than that if the cost is amortized. 

Mr. McGrecor. But you do have a 30-year limitation. 

Mr. Russetx. But that one is applicable only to bridges taken into 
State or public ownership. It is not applicable to bridges in private 
ownereship. I am just flabbergasted by it. 

Mr. McGrecor. There are others who feel the same way. 

Mr. Russevy. If you will look at 503, sir, you will see so far as I 
know the only clause dealing with tolls on privately owned interstate 
bridges constructed today and authorized today without a word from 
Congress. 

Mr. McGrecor. I cannot help differ with your statement because 
the previous section of the law is relative to the expenses, and so forth. 
Certainly if there was no amortization those paragraphs would not 
be in the law. 

I do not want to take the time of the committee, but I doubt if your 
statement is correct. 

Mr. Russeczu. You are referring to 505? 

Mr. McGrecor. Yes. 

“tr, Russert. Admitting the debate, I suggest that is a mechanics 
provided for establishing the condemnation value. I think I would 
submit it to the full committee. It has nothing to do with the con- 
tinuation or cutting off of tolls. It is a way of establishing a price 
if the States wish to condemn it and take it away from the property 
owner. “If.” I would almost appeal to Mr. Tierney. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is all. 

Mr. Fatxon. Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Wotverton. Mr. Chairman, if I may have just a word with 
reference to the question as to when the committee will give further 
consideration to this proposed legislation, I do not think it is necessary 
for me to bring to your attention the proximity of what we hope is the 
close of Congress. Whether the ambitious program to conclude by 
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the first of July will be carried out, I do not know. I am inclined to 
think that if it rested entirely with the House probably we could do 
that very thing. However, having in mind in any event the proximity 
of closing is rather imminent, and recognizing the extreme importance 
of this legislation to these States, and having in mind the great effort 
that has been put forth over a period of years to improve the condi- 
tions that exist between these two States as brought forth in this 
proposal, it would be awfully unfortunate if this session of Congress 
goes by without action on these bills. 

I do not mean to imply by that that I presumé upon what this com 
mittee will do, although I am optimistic enough to think that if you 
rive consideration to the testimony that has been offered it will be seen 
that these two States are endeavoring to perform together without 
cost to the Government what will be of untold benefit to interstate com- 
merce in one of the greatest commercial districts in the United States. 

Therefore I hope, and I sincerely hope, that every op portunity will 
be given for us to conclude these hearings before you at a time which 
will enable you to give consideration, so that if with your approval 
the bills are reported out with or without amendment—and we sincerely 
hope that it will be without amendment other than that which has been 
agreed to between the interested parties and some of the Departments 
of the Government—that it will be done at a time when it will give 
usa fair opportunity to have the legislation considered by the Congress. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you, Mr. Wolverton. 

May I say as only the chairman of the subcommittee that I = 
program our next meeting as soon as possible with the thought of 
porting the bill out as soon a s possib le. Certainly we want to be 
helpful to the progress in Punievtvaaie and New Jersey, because I 
think it is a very progressive step, and we know, or at least I do, your 
problem, partly because I come from a big city myself and we have 
some problems there which I would like to help out, if possible. I 
see in this legislation, though, where the cities and States want to do 
something for themselves without any Federal expenditure. I know 
that that is the thinking of the members of the committee, that if we 
had more people coming in here asking us to let them solve their own 
problems at their own expense this committee would be very happy. 
So that is our purpose in expediting this. 

Mr. Avcutncwoss. May I briefly say, Mr. Chairman, that as you 
know I have been very much interested in this legislation for some time. 

Mr. Fariton. So much interested that I was almost talked to death 
about it. 

Mr. Avucuinc.oss. But I want the record to show that you have been 
most cooperative and most helpful, and very understanding, and I] 
feel sure that there will be no delay that you can avoid in bringing 
this matter to a conclusion. 

Mr. Fatuon. Thank you very much. 

Miss Burr, I think you have a few closing remarks? 

Miss Burr. Yes. Incident to what has just been said perhaps we 
should mention, if you do not already know it, that we have been in- 
formed that the Senate hearings on the same legislation are scheduled 
for next Wednesday, the 28th at 10 a. m. 

I request leave to enter the appearance of Hon. Robert L. Rubendall, 
deputy attorney general of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and 
to convey to you a message received from Congressman Francis Walter 
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of Pennsylvania, regretting that he cannot be here, but that he will file N 
a statement with the committee. a 
Further, I have this message from the Governor of Pennsylvania: Ss 
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Hon. John S. Fine, p 
Governor of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, has requested me to Ps 
in orm you that he is extremely interested in the enactment of the 
consent legislation now being considered by your committee and that g 
he had had planned to attend this hearing in person, but is confined 1 
to his home by illness. Furthermore, he requested me to say that he r 
strongly supports the position of the Commonwealth as stated in the f 
brief, submitted by me yesterday on behalf of himself and Attorney 
General Robert E. Woodside. h 
Mr. Fation. Thank you very much, Miss Burr. a 
As I look at the clock, the committee has just 10 more minutes, t] 
because as I understand it, at 11:30 they are going to start offering t] 
amendments to the bill on the floor and the members desire to be there. e! 
Is there anyone else who would like to be heard on this legislation ? Oo 
‘l 
STATEMENT OF JOHN FRANKLIN LENT, COMMERCE SPECIALIST, a 
LANDSDOWNE, PA. n 
) 
Mr. Lent. I have a statement I would like to make, Mr. Fallon. p 
Mr. Fation. I see you filed a statement with the committee, Mr. in 
Lent? p 
Mr. Lenr. Yes. t! 
Mr. Fatton. Would you file your statement with the committee and 
give us the high lights of it, because I do not think you will have time b 
for your complete statement ? q 
Mr. Lent. Quite right. y 
Mr. Fatiton. Could you finish in about 7 minutes ? f 
Mr. Lent. Yes. \ 
~My name is John Franklin Lent. p 
Mr. Fatton. You may proceed, Mr. Lent. ti 
Mr. Lent. I want to thank the committee for the opportunity, and Oo 
I must confess that I appear in some humility in opposition to this d 
program because of the talented gentlemen who appeared before you 
yesterday, some of whom are my friends. As I listened I did not y 
discover that you were getting the viewpoint of one who has had n 
practical experience over a long period in the matter of port develop- 
ments and has accepted some substantial assignments, in an effort to + 
come to a conclusion on the subject, by various cities and State and t] 
(. -ornment agencies. That has been my own experience and I have ( 
had the profession of aiding in the survey and reporting on the 
economics involved in transportation and commerce, in the develop- b 
ment of ports, and in a variety of undertakings where there was a zeal Oo 
to get at the facts. p 
Mr. Fation. Mr. Lent, the committee feels you are qualified in t] 
every way to appear here, so would you briefly go on with your objec- t. 
tions to this legislaton ? a 
Mr. Lent. Yes. te 
The first objection that I would emphasize is that another Govern- . 
ment agency is being set up which invades the realm of private enter- 
prise. My knowledge of port authorities has been gained by somewhat t| 
direct contact. Some 30 years ago I was engaged by the State of a 
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New Jersey to make a number of studies, involving the port activities, 
— it was about at the inception of the New York Port Authority. 

» I followed the evolution of the New York Port Authority and 
tid ired chronological records of the activities as it affected the State 
of New Jersey and North Jersey. 

The New York Port Authority in their compact was enabled to 
get action or approval of the Congress with very little, if any, opposi- 
tion. As they proceeded they obtained the viewpoint that they were 
representing the port of New York and set out to establish policies 
for the deve Seoend nt of the port and enunciated them on all occasions. 

Now, in New York, as in Philadelphia, there are agencies which 
have long ago developed the ports by reason of their own ingenuity 
and enterprise. In that experience in North Jersey I discovered that 
the port authority was constantly having bills presented to Congress 
through a variety of channels—Senators and Congressmen—to the 
end of obtaining the piers on the Hoboken side of the river. On each 
occasion they failed, and subsequently I might say that my reports 
at that time held the same type of conviction that I have now, that 
a port authority with its advantage due to the accumulation of reve- 
nues has enlarged its organization, and that that organization to be 
perpetuated must be constantly looking for other undertakings. New 
bonds are issued and the result is that instead of the tolls being reduced 
in the public interest the revenues are sought to be increased. The 
public, therefore, does not get the benefit of what is ordinarily promised 
them at the outset of the undertaking. 

There was a feature which impressed me when this first legislative 
bill in Pennsylvania was submitted. I made an analysis of that and 
quickly wrote the Governor. Governor line has responded that it 
would be given consideration. The other objections are that they 
found there were five counties set up in Pennsylvania and eight in 
New Jersey constituting the area over which this jurisdiction of 
port authority was to do its various authorized works. That seemed 
to me to be a rather unfair advantage in the light of existing agencies 
of Pennsylvania, the Navigation Commission, which has juris- 


diction 

Mr. Fatiton. Mr. Lent, do you not think that the objections that 
vou have described so far should be corrected at the State level and 
not at the  Wolasak eane 

Mr. Lent. I am speaking of the outcome of the first legislative bill 
in Pennsylvania. It was supplanted by another bill which reduced 
the area in Pennsylvania to Philadelphia County and Delaware 
County. 

Mr. Fanuon. I do not think that the Government agency or this 
body has anything to do with what you are talking about now. Your 
objections should be made at the State level, or cert: ainly at the munici- 
pal level, rather than your objections on that score being made to 


this committee. All that the State ‘sare asking for here is an exe mpt ion 
to 506. That is what the States are asking for. That is, that the 
amortization date no be prescribed in the bill. That is our problem 
to decide that, and not the formation of these bureaus or commissions 


within the State. 

Mr. Lent. If you will permit me, may I direct your thought to 
the fact that the State cannot proceed under the program for a port 
authority without the permission of Congress. Therefore I thought 
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these facts might have some bearing for this committee to establish 
that a port authority is an unnecessary vehicle to accomplish the 
development of the port. There are other agencies at work. The 
port has prospered and the commerce is increasing year by year. So 
what has been accomplished seems not to have required a_ port 
authority. 

Incidentally, I might say that I made a study for deepening the 
channel between Philadelphia and Trenton for the joint executive 
committee of Philadelphia, which represents 14 organizations. Now, 
that was brought before the board of engineers, and that county in 
which the steel plant is located has been eliminated in the program. 
It is these intimate things that have to do with the necessity for a port 
authority that I am trying to bring to your attention. 

Mr. Fatxon. Mr. Lent, do you outline that in the brief which you 
filed with the committee ? 

Mr. Lenv. I did somewhat. 

Mr. Fation. Could you sum up in a couple of minutes for the benefit 
of the committee what you say so that we will get the benefit of your 
presentation and then the committee can read your brief when the 
hearings are printed. If you can sum up in a few minutes we will 
appreciate it very much because we have one more witness to hear 
this morning. 

Mr. Lent. I did not mean to burden you, but I found there was little 
interest being displayed by those who had had experience and I entered 
the proceedings, as I indicated to the Governor, as in the public in- 
terest because of my experience in these matters. 

Mr. Fation. The committee would be very happy to have the 
wealth of your experience entered in the record, of course, so that 
when we do reach a point where it is being considered in executive 
session they will have the knowledge that you passed on to us from 
your many years of experience. 

Mr. Lent. If it suffices for your purpose I will abandon any further 
discussion. 

Mr. Faruon. We appreciate very much your testifying here. You 
have given us a new angle on the thing. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Lent. Your statement will be incorporated in the record. 
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(The statement of Mr. Lent is as follows:) 
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H. R. 5502—Compact between Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and State of New 
Jersey creating a Delaware River Port Authority by supplemental agreement 
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COM MISSION 
Delaware River Port Authority or Board 
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Mr. FALLON. Congressman Walter 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANCIS E. WALTER, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE TWENTIETH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF PENNSYL- 
VANIA 


Mr. Wavrer. Mr. Chairman, I must apologize for being late. I a 
conducting hearings myself and can only take a minute. 

| appreciate very much this opportunity to appeal before this 
committee. For a great many years compacts similar to the one 
under col sideration have been considered and studied by the Com 
mittee on the Judiciary, of which I am a member. I am acquainted 
with the general type of compact. 

I want to call your attention to this one thing: The Congress ca) 


not consider hehtly the solemn action taken bY sovereign States whe 


thev reach agreements such as the one now under consideratiol The 
only question with which we are concerned is whether or not if 
det mental to the just supremacy of the | nited states to permit tiv 


solemn actiot taken by sovere on States to become effective. 
What could there he in thi broad program. stud ed as it has bee) 
hy the States of Pennsylvania and New Jersey for many vears, that 
: det imental to the United States’? The on ly compacts tl at I know 
of where that question has been decided have been those where the 
irrving out of the solemn action of the legislatures of the two sove 
eion States would interfere with navigation in some wavy and in some 


wav interfere with our dete ce. Certainly that cannot be the case 


| ani Sure that despite the feelin 


(rovernment who think if might be desirable that the Con oress or the 


rc of certan peopie Who are now ! 


(rovernment should interefere. t] at this committee does hot share 


Hos > g 
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those views. I do not believe that the affected agencies of Government 
should oppose the adoption or the approval of a compact unless they 
have first demonstrated to the appropriate committees of the legis- 
lature wherein proposed action would adversely affect the U nited 
States. But after this solemn agreement has been reached then it 
seems to me it ill behooves the executive branch of our Government 
to take the position that something else was more desirable. We 
should remember that the consent required by article 1, section 10, 
clause 3, of the United States Constitution is required solely to check 
any infringement of the rights of the national government. 

It may be desirable that all of the people of the United States have 
a share in the revenue derived from the development of the offshore 
oil. It may be desirable. But nevertheless it seems to me that we 
are going pretty far afield when we permit the executive branch to 
take the position which in effect overwhelms the action taken by the 
legislatures. 

This matter is as simple as that. Both States through commis- 
sions and expert studies have reached a decision as to how a particular 
part of this Republic should be developed. If that development does 
not interfere with normal and usual Government processes then it 
seems to me that it is none of the business of the Congress to question 
the wisdom of the decisions reached by the States. 

Mr. Fatiton. Mr. Walter, could you tell me why there is now before 
your committee legislation to rescind the action that created the New 
York Port Authority ? 

Mr. Water. Why it is there? 

Mr. Fauion. Yes. 

Mr. Watrer. I do not know why it is there. I do not know why lots 
of legislation is in my committee. 

Mr. Fauuon. Has any action ever been taken on it? 

Mr. Water. Yes. Hearings were held and were concluded yester- 
day. I examined about a dozen compacts the night before last and 
I found that even in cases where perhaps the States had gone much 
further than they should have gone in respect to particular questions, 
we approved the compacts because the Congress cannot substitute its 
judgment and wisdom for that of the sovereign States. 

I trust that you will very carefully consider what I have said in 
order to determine just the one question of whether or not the carry- 
ing out of this solemn agreement will in anywise interfere with or 
encroach upon the proper functions of the Federal Government. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Fauton. Thank you very much, Mr. Walter. 

Ladies and gentlemen, the committee will adjourn at this time 
with the thought of considering the legislation that has been before 
us at the earliest possible moment. It may be at the end of next week, 
but, if not, then the following week. It is our desire to report this 
out one way or another as quickly as possible. 

Without objection the letter by Congressman Earl Chudoff, of the 
Fourth Congressional District of P ennsylvania, dated May 20, 1952, 
will be made a part of the record at this point; as well as a letter 
addressed to the chairman by Kent A. Smitheman, candidate for Con- 
gress in the First Congressional District of New Jersey, dated May 
19, 1952; as well as an article by Clarence G. Shenton, from the Phila- 
delphia Evening Bulletin of April 10, 1952 
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(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 20, 1952. 
CONGRESSMAN GEORGE H. FALLON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN FALLON: I understand that you are chairman of the 
subcommittee that will give testimony on Wednesday, May 21, 1952, concerning 
H. R. 5502 and H. R. 5503, introduced by Congressman Walter of Pennsylvania 

These bills provide for a port authority for the port of Philadelphia, and set 
up a financial plan whereby the tolls collected from the Delaware River Bridge, 
between Philadelphia and Camden, N. J., can be used as a basis for financing the 
other bridges between the two states. 

These bills are slightly different from the General Bridge Act of 1946 which 
provides that all toll bridges must be self-supporting and toll-free by amortiza- 
tion within 30 years 

I understand that the Bureau of the Budget is seeking to offer amendments to 
H. R. 5502 and H. R. 5503 which would knock out the entire Philadelphia Port 
Authority plan, as far as finances is concerned, and we would be unable to erect 
the new bridge between Philadelphia and Camden, which is very badly needed 
because of the present traffic conditions. 

Members of the Philadelphia government will appear before your committee 
and explain all of the details to the committee. The Philadelphia Chamber of 
Commerce is also sending a representative, and I understand that the New 
Jersey authorities will also be present. 

I feel that in order that the traffic problem can be met, which is a traffic prob- 
lem to the city of Philadelphia and south Jersey commuters, that H. R. 5502 
and H. R. 5503 should be reported favorably by your subcommittee, without 
amendments. 

Sincerely yours, 
Eart Cuuporr, M. C 


Happon HeientTs, N. J... May 19, 1952 


CHAIRMAN, House COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKS, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: As a representative of the Progressive Party I wish to 
take this opportunity to present our objections to the bill granting the consent 
of Congress to the supplemental agreement between the State of New Jersey 
and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, establishing a Delaware River Port 
Authority: and, to suggest to the committee certain amendments designed to 
overcome these objections 

I wish to make clear that we have no objection to the purposes of the supple 
mental agreement, as set forth in article I There can be no doubt that the 
construction of additional crossings of the Delaware River, the development 
of the port of Philadelphia-Camden, and the development of an extensive rapid 
transit system will benefit the people of the Greater Philadelphia-South Jersey 
area We believe, however, that the proposed port authority, as constituted by 
this bill, will be responsive, not to the needs of the people of the port district 
but to the needs of the patronage-hungry administrations in Trenton and Harris 
burg. We believe that the wide powers granted the proposed port authority, 
and the procedure authorized for its operation, will lead to wasteful expenditure 
of its funds, imposition of excessive tolls and fares, and the grievous abuse of 
its powers. 

In order to correct the shortcomings of this bill, we suggest for the considera- 
tion of the committee 

(1) That article II of the supplemental agreement be amended to provide 

for the election of the commissioners by the voters of the port district, that 
the commissioners serve on a full-time basis, and that the commissioners be 
paid a salary commensurate with their duties; 

(2) That article IV, subdivision (f), of the supplemental agreement be 
amended to provide that all contracts in excess of $10,000 be let by com 
petitive bidding; and, 

(3) That article XI of the supplemental agreement be amended to pro 
vide that any new project, except those described in article I, subdivision 
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(b) or (j), be presented in a referendum to the voters of the port district. 

We trust that the bill will be given a thorough and searching examination 

by the committee, and that the points raised herein will be given the committee’s 

serious attention, to the end that the interest of the public shall best be served. 

If the committee so desires, I shall welcome the opportunity to testify in 

public or executive session and present at greater length the views of the 
Progressive Party in this matter. 

Yours very truly, 
Kent A, SMITHEMAN, 
Candidate for Congress, 
First Congressional District, New Jersey. 


[From the Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, April 10, 1952) 


Wuo's GoInG To PAy?—UNITED States RoOAp BuREAU’s Errort To Lirt TOLt On 
PHILADELPHIA-CAMDEN SPAN RAISES QUESTION 


(By Clarence G. Shenton) 


Nobody expects the owner of real estate subject to a mortgage to let the 
tenants have the property rent free when the mortgage is paid off. 

Nobody expects a private corporation to give goods and services to the public 
without charge when it has freed itself of debt. 

During the many years when the city-owned gas works had no debt, no Phila- 
delphian expected free gas. Nobody even suggested that the city should stop 
collecting a substantial rent from the gas works patrons. 

When the Broad Street subway bonds are finally paid off, it is not likely that 
anybody will insist seriously that Philadelphians should ride free on the subway, 
or that the city should no longer collect rent for the use of the subway. 

Sut when it comes to a bridge or tunnel across the Delaware, there is loud 
insistence that after the debt is paid, meterists should use the facility without 
paying tolls. Why is this? 

The issue has just cropped up in Congress in the consideration of two compacts 
between Pennsylvania and New Jersey, one setting up the Delaware River Port 
Authority, the other providing for a “second crossing” of the river by bridge or 
tunnel, 

The port authority agreement contemplates the possibility that the authority 
will acquire and operate certain kinds of port and transportation facilities, but 
since the authority has no power to tax, the question arises how it can finance 
the acquisition of such facilities. 

One answer has been that income from some facilities would make it possible 
to acquire others. For illustration, when the present bridge is free of debt, if 
the authority continued to collect tolls, there would be a fund with which other 
facilities could be acquired. 

It isn’t a question merely of acquiring facilities. A possible project of the 
port authority is to acquire and operate a rapid transit system within a 35 
mile radius of Camden. Engineers believe that such a system would pay in the 
end but would not be self-sustaining for a number of years. One way to carry 
it through the period of loss would be with the income from other facilities. 

A monkey wrench is now being poised over the port authority plan in the form 
of amendments to the two compacts proposed by the Federal Bureau of Roads 
The amendments provide that when the present bridge and the second crossing 
are debt-free they must also be toll-free 

One wonders why the Road Bureau considers this any of its business. Is it 
because, being a Road Bureau, it likes motorists more than it likes taxpayers? 
Yet toll-free bridges are not necessarily in the interest even of motorists. 

Suppose a third crossing should sometime seem necessary. How could it be 
financed with its own tolls if there were two other competing crossings either 
toll-free or goon to become so? The result might easily be that motorists would 
not get the additional crossing. 

Another question is how the maintenance and operating costs of toll-free 
crossings are to be financed. Final liquidation of debt ends debt charges, but 
not maintenance and operating costs. Is it the Road Bureau's thought that 
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when the debt is paid, this burden justly belongs on taxpayers rather than tl 
who use the crossings? 

The sensible view is that if Pennsylvania and New Jersey want to run the port 
authority like a private business they should have the right to do so. In private 
business, no one would suggest with a straight face that freedom from debt 
imposed an obligation to give free service. 


iOose 


Mr. Fation. The committee will adjourn subject to the call of the 
Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 11:35 a. m. the committee adjourned subject to the 
eall of the Chair.) 























DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY AND DELAWARE 
RIVER JOINT COMMISSION 


THURSDAY, JUNE 12, 1952 


Hovuss or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE oF Pusitic Works, 
Washington, D. ( ? 


The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., Hon. 
Henry LD. Lareade, Jr., presiding. 

Mr. Larcapr. The committee will come to order. 

The committee is meeting this morning for the purpose of consider- 
ing bills numbered H. R. 5502, H. R. 5503, H. R. 5508, H. R. 5509, 
H. R. 5628, and H. R. 5629, one group of which bills is to grant the 
consent of Congress to a supplemental compact or agreement between 
the State of New Jersey and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania con- 
cerning the Delaware River Port Authority, formerly the Delaware 
River Joint Commission, and for other purposes. 

The other group of bills is to grant the consent of Congress to a 
supplemental compact or agreement between the State of New Jersey 
and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, authorizing the Delaware 
River Joint Commission to construct, finance, operate, maintain, and 
own a vehicular tunnel or tunnels under, or an additional bridge 
across, the Delaware River and defining certain functions, powers, and 
duties of said commission, and for other purposes. 

The first witness this morning is Colonel Milne of the Corps of 
Engineers. 


STATEMENT OF W. D. MILNE, DEPUTY CHIEF OF CIVIL WORKS 
FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Colonel MILNE. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Larcape. Good morning, Colonel. You may proceed. 

Colonel Mitne. The Department of the Army has commented on 
the various bills. Our comments for 5503, 5509, and 5628 are identical. 
The Department of Defense has no objection to the favorable con- 
sideration of these bills, 5503, 5509, and 5628, subject to one modifi- 
cation. That is in section 2 that the period at the end be changed to 
a comma and the following clause be added—— 

Mr. Donpero. Just one minute. Section 2? 

Colonel Miine. Yes. 

Mr. Donpero. Will you repeat that? 

Colonel Mune. Section 2 in H. R. 5503. It begins on page 12 
and our change would be at the end of section 2. We would eliminate 
the period and substitute a comma and then add: 
in accordance with the applicable provisions of the General Bridge Act of 1946 
and section 10 of the River and Harbor Act of March 3, 1899 
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That is just to insure that the plans for the construction of any 
bridge or tunnel be submitted to the Engineers for their approval in 
connection with our navigation interests. 

Mr. Larcape. Does that complete your statement, Colonel Milne? 

Colonel Mixne. As far as that bill is concerned, sir. On bills 5502, 
5508, and 5629, the Department of the Army, acting for the Depart- 
ment of Defense, offers no objection to their favorable consideration 
if amended as follows—there again our amendment would pertain 
to section 2. 

Mr. Donprero. What page? 

Colonel Mitne. Page 24. 

The amendment is very similar, sir. We recommend that the fol- 
lowing clause be inserted after the word “desirable” on page 24, 
line 12, of H. R. 5502 and H. R. 5508, and on page 24, line 10, of 
H. R. 5629: 
in accordance with the applicable provisions of the General Bridge Act of 
1946 and section 10 of the River and Harbor Act of March 38, 1899. 

The reason again is identical to the reason on the other bills, that 
is, to make it mandatory for the submission of plans on these bridges 
to the Engineers for our approval in the interests of navigation. 

Mr. Donpero. That is because it is intended to construct them over 
navigable waters ? 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Larcape, Colonel, do you have copies of the amendments of 
ihe various bills to leave with the clerk ? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Larcape. Are there any questions by the gentlemen on my right? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Larcape. Are there any questions by the gentlemen on my left? 

Mr. Donpero. Just one. How do these proposed bills or proposed 
legislation differ from other legislation controlling the same subject 
of a compact between States? In other words, what is there in this 
legislation that has not been included in previous legislation ? 

Colonel Miine. Insofar as our interests are concerned—and that is 
strictly with regard to the navigation aspect—I think that generally 
in all of the compacts that have been presented, at least since I have 
been here, the compacts have not been clear on that one point, ‘as to 
whether or not the plans of the bridges or of the tunnels should be 
presented to the Engineers for their approval. Since we must de- 
termine the clearances, both horizontal and vertical, we have gen- 
erally had to testify asking for an amendment to these compacts 
along the lines I just read. 

Mr. Donpero. Let me put it this way: Is there anything in this 
proposed legislation which would prevent the contrac ting parties, say, 
the two States or the port authority, from continuing the operation 
of the bridges or the tunnel after the period of 30 years had expired ? 

Colonel Miine. I think in both of these pieces of legislation, Mr. 
Dondero, as drafted now they are silent on that point. So the infer- 
ence is that at the end of a certain period of the collection of tolls there 
is nothing in this bill that would prevent them from continuing to 
collect tolls. In other words, they could go on and collect tolls as 
long as they wanted to. That is my interpretation of the bill. 
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Mr. Donvero. And could the proceeds of the tolls be used to pay 
for or to expedite other public works after the bridge or tunnel had 
been amortized ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. In connection with 5502, 5508, and 5629, and that 
is the one that creates the port authority, my interpretation of the bill 
is that the moneys collected from the bridge or tunnel could be used 
for any operation in connection with that port authority. 

Mr. Donvrero. Have you any precedent in this country for that ? 

Colonel Mitnr. We have, sir—perhaps I had better read the com- 
ments of the Secretary of the Army on this point. I am talking now 
of 5502, 5508, and 5629. 

Section 3 of the bills would authorize the authority, notwithstanding any of 
the provisions of the General Bridge Act of 1946 or of any other act of Congress, 
to combine any two or more bridges, tunnels, and other facilities for financing 
purposes, and to collect tolls without any limitation as to time. The attention 
of the committee is invited to the fact that legislation has been vetoed which does 
not give assurance that a bridge shall be maintained and operated free of tolls 
after the recovery through tolls of its costs of construction and the actual cost 
of maintenance, repair, and operation during the toll period. In this connection 
it is pertinent to point out that S. 1988, which would authorize the Deleware 
River Joint Toll Bridge Commission to acquire any bridge heretofore constructed 
under the authority of Congress across the Delaware River (including the 
Tacony-Palmyra Bridge), and to combine for financing purposes any two or 
more bridges constructed or acquired by that Commission, passed the Senate 
on October 11, 1951 (Congressional Record, vol. 97, p. 18239), after having been 
amended to provide that after amortization of the costs of all such bridges they 
Shall be maintained and operated free of tolls 

Mr. Jones. If you will tell us where you are reading from, that 
will help. 

Colonel Miune. I am reading from a report, Mr. Jones, that the 
Secretary of the Army submitted to Mr. Buckley. It represents out 
comments on the bills. 

Mr. Donvero. Colonel, I asked whether or not there was any prece 
dent. for the purpose or objective included in these bills. Where has 
the Government ever done anything exactly like this / 

Colonel Miine. I think the New York Port Authority, sir, would 
be a case where they have done something exactly as outlined in this 
bill. 

Mr. Donprero. Does this differ in any way from the New York Port 
Authority ¢ 

Colonel Miine. I think not. 

Mr. Donpvero. It is the same thing? 

Colonel Miune. Yes. 

Mr. Donpero. One more question. Can you foresee anything in this 
proposed legislation which would be harmful or detrimental to the 
Iederal Government, or set a precedent in this country which might 
be a disadvaneage to the people generally ? 

Colonel Mritne. Well, Mr. Dondero, you have asked me a rather 
difficult question. Our prime interest, as a mater of fact I might say 
our only interest from the Engineers’ point of view, is one pertaining 
to navigation. To that extent we are interested in the clearances of 
the bridge. I really don’t feel I am the one to answer the question 
you have raised. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Donprro. Certainly. 
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Mr. McGreecor. If I understand your statement, you are only testi- 
fying on this legislation as it affects navigation, which is of interest 
to the Army engineers ? 

Colonel Mitne. That is right. 

Mr. Donpero. And you are not testifying as to the merits or de- 
merits on the part of the traveling public ? 

Colonel Mitne. No, sir. 

Mr. Donpero. What I am trying to find out is whether there is 
anything in this legislation which could be construed as being harmful 
either to the contracting parties as a precedent or to the traveling 
public. 

Colonel Minne. I might say from our viewpoint with the modifi- 
cations we have recommended in the bills, we have no objection to 
the enactment. 

Mr. Donnrero. That is all. 

Mr. Avucuincioss. Will the gentleman \ ield ? 

Mr. Donvero. I yield. 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. You asked at question as to whether this legisla- 
tion differed from the New York Port Authority and as IT understood 
the answer the witness said he did not think it did. May I point out 
1t does in one respect particularly; that is, this legislation provides 
for an aflirmative action on the part of the Legislatures of the two 
States and the Governors of the two States in all but two Instances. 
Those two instances have to do with whether a bridge ora tunnel 
should be built. That has to have the approval of the Governors of 
the two States. Also. the development of the rapid transit facilities 
bet ween the State of Pennsylvania and the State of New Jersey has 
to have the approval ot the Governors of the two States. Inthe New 
York Port Authority, if you will bear with me, the approach on those 
subjects isa nevatl ive one. The Governors of the two States have the 
right of veto, but the legislature does not play any part the way it 
does in this legislation. 

Mr. Donpero. Would it have to have the consent of the Federal 
Government for the construction of a tunnel or a bridge in addition to 
that? Ithink Colonel Milne answered that. 

Mr. Aucurincioss. I think the point the colonel makes— — 

Mr. Donprro. I think it would have. 

Mr. Aucnincioss. I think the point that the colonel makes that 
the Army should have authority to pass on the type of structure in the 
interests of navigation is very well taken. 

Mr. Donpero. Or whether it would in any way obstruct navigation 
or hinder the free flow of commerce in that river. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. But may I, with your permission, ask the witness 
a question ¢ 

Does your statement apply equally to a tunnel as it does to a bridge ? 

Colonel MILNE. My statement of what, Mr. Auchincloss / As far 
as the permit ¢ 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Your statement suggesting these amendments. 

Colonel Minne. Yes, it would, because in connection with the tunnel 
you also have the problem of how far below the bottom of the river— 
we want the tunnel to go. In either a tunnel or a bridge we would 
want a permit. 

Mr. Avcnincioss. Thank you. 
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Mr. Ancetx. Did I understand you to say, Colonel, that these bills 
will permit after amortization the continuance of the collection of 
tolls over bridges and roads? 

Colonel Mitne. As they are written now it is my interpretation 
that they will, sir. 

Mr. Ancetn. What is the difference in the objective between H. R. 
5503 and H. R. 5502 ¢ 

Colonel Minne. H. R. 5503, as I understand it, would authorize a 
compact between the State of New Jersey and the State of Pennsy] 
Vahla to authorize the Delaware River Joint Commission to build a 
bridge or bi idges, ora tunnel. H. R. 5bdOOY,. as | understand it, creates 
n effect a port authority—a Delaware River Port Authority—which 
would give them the same authority to build a bridge or bridges, o1 
i tunnel. 

Mr. Ancenn. Thank you. That is all. 

Mr. Fation. Are there any more questions / 

Mr. Jones. Colonel Milne, what seems to be the purpose of putting 


together a different type of operation, that of a h ohway, aaa the 
operation of a port authority into one corporate enterprise or one 
endeavor ¢ [Is that not a bit unusual ? 

Colonel Miune. To put the operation of a port authority and a 


highw L\ unde one ¢é 
Mr. Jones. Yes 
Colonel] MILNE. | know New York Port A ithon tv operates ill of 


I 
the approach highways and the bridges in that particular vicinity, so 
I presume a precedent was established there. I do not think, Mr. 
Jones, it is unusual for port authorities to operate certain highway 
facilities connected with the crossing of a river or a bay. I do not 
think that partis ul sual. No, sir. 


Mr. McGrecor. If the gentleman will yield, does that statement 
nelude the operations of railroads too / 

Colonel Minne. I cannot answer that. sir. I do not know, but I 
understand there are port authorities that do operate railroads. They 
operate what thev call belt railroads. 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Would you ¥ ield there ? 

I think I may clarify that by the general statement that the pro- 
visions in the act provide for operation of tral sportation facilities, 
which is a broad term, and has to do with transportation. 

Mr. McGrecor. You are going, in this legislation as written, to allow 
some port author ity to operate a railroad or have jurisdiction over the 
bridge that is earrying the railroad. If you do that then you are 
giving the port authority the authority over a public utility such asa 
railroad, are you not? 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. This rapid transit railroad that runs over the 
Camden Bridge is now operated, as | understand it. by a municipality. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any private operators that could operate in 
the area without requiring the indebtedness of the local sovereignty ? 

Colonel Minne. By private operators you have reference to barge 
operators or shipowners / 

Mr. Jones. That is right. 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. In the New York Port Authority all of 
your ships or the bulk of the ships and barges coming in there are 
privately owned and privately operated and g0 to their own terminals. 








120 DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY AND JOINT COMMISSION 


As a matter of fact, I do not believe the New York Port Authority 
has a great deal to do with the operation of the terminal facilities. 

Mr. Jones. In that event could they not issue general revenue bonds 
for the purpose of making these bridge construc tions ¢ 

Colonel Mune. I would presume so, sir. I do not know from my 
own knowledge of it, but I would think they could. 

Mr. Fauion. Are there any more questions, Mr. Jones / 

Mr. Jones. No. 

Mr. Fation. Are there any more questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fation. Colonel, under the terms of the bill could not the 
port authority use the money for dredging and building piers and 
special handling facilities ? 

Colonel Minne. I think under the terms of H. R. 5502 the revenues 
that they might collect from a bridge or tunnel could be used in any 
way the port authority wanted to use it. 

Mr. Farton. It has been reported that in reference to the legisla- 
tion creating the New York Port Authority by Congress there is a 
bill now rescinding the action that Congress took in creating that 
port authority. Do you know anything about that ¢ 

Colonel Miune. No, sir. 

Mr. Fation. Are there any more questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Faution. Thank you very much, Colonel. 

Mr. Jones. Could I ask you one question before vou leave ? 

You said on H. R. 5502 that they could make expenditures for the 
purpose of dredging. Would it be logical to assume if they are given 
this authority that they should have that responsibility rather “than 
the Federal Government ? 

Colonel Minune. Mr. Jones, when I said they could spend the money 
for anything that might be a legitimate operation of the port author 
ity, I was thinking in terms of a port authority which might create 
their own docking area outside of our channel line. You know we 
are not authorized to do any dredging outside the established channel 
so the local people like a port authority or a municipality would have 
to do the dredging adjacent to their piers or wharves. That is what I 
had in mind, and not the main channel that is miintained by the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Fatuon. Are there any other questions / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Fautton. Thank you very much. 

We will now hear from Mr. Boykin. 

Mr. Boykin, I assume the reporter knows your name, but for the 
purposes of the record would you give your full name and title, 
please ? 


STATEMENT OF L. E. BOYKIN, SOLICITOR, UNITED STATES BUREAU 
OF PUBLIC ROADS 


Mr. Bork. Yes. L. E. Boykin, Solicitor, United States Bureau 
of Public Roads. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Boykin, are you prepared to give us the views of 
the Bureau of Public Roads on these two bills? 
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Mr. Boyxrn. I think we have filed a report which the committee 
has. There are quite a number of these bills and it is rather difficult 
to keep them separate in your mind. 

Mr. Fatuon. Mr. Boykin, we have in mind 5503 and 5502. 

Mr. Boyxin. Yes, sir. We filed a report on both of those. The 
report which we filed I think was on May 28, but anyhow, that report 
should be with the committee. It represents our views. 

Our report was the same as that made on S. 2187, which is identical 
with what I am reading here about 5502 and 550s. 

Mr. McGreeor. Mr. Chairman, if the report is short I wonder if 
we could have it read? 

Mr. Boy KIN. This is not the report, Mr. MeGregor, but it enclosed 
it. We had.submitted a preliminary report on some of these bills 
lnst October. That was due to the fact that we had an urgent cal] 
from the committee to submit our views with respect to those bills 
at that time. Subsequently further consideration was viven to the 
matter because it was thought from information that we had of other 
moves that would follow the creation of 

Mr. DONDERO. This is a big room and I do not think the re porte rs 
and folks can hear you, Mr. Boykin. Will you speak up a little bit ? 

Mr. Boykin. There would be other moves to create port authorities 
in other places. Consequently it was deemed desirable to give further 
consideration to the proposition. Then we had the other bills also. 
We had the Senate bills for a report. So in connection with that it 
was given very extensive consideration both by our organization and 
the Department of Commerce, and by other agencies of the 
Government. 

As a result, a substitute report was prepared. This letter — 
I have in my hand, which looks very short and which suggested t 
Mr. McGregor that it ought to be read, had the substitut eet 
attached to it. The committee has the report. 

We have no objection to the creation of a port authority for Phil 
delphia. We have been represented, I believe, or referred to, as 
offering crippling amendments. Our purpose has not been to do that. 

Mr. Jones. Maybe that is what inspired a certain editorial appear- 
ing in a Philadelphia paper which has been circularized recently and 
which says that the committee had not even given full consi der: ation 
to the matter and yet we were accused of doing violence to the proposal. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir. That is true. I think that is responsible 
for those editorials. I know people in public service have to have 
unkind things said of them sometimes. 

Mr. Jones. They visited it on everybody. Not only the Bureau 
of Public Roads, but as far as ] can read, on everybody else 

Mr. Boykin. I think that is correct, sir, but I did not mean that so 
much. The suggestions which we made with respect to the bill were 
that it was too broad and would eliminate the application thereto of 
any Federal laws, and we suggested an amendment that would change 
that situation. It provided also that the new bridge, or a tunnel under 
the Delaware River, could be constructed by the Philadelphia Port 
Authority within close proximity to the existing Camden Bridge, and 
that both such facilities could be operated for tolls, and the proceeds 
used not merely to amortize the cost of the new bridge or tunnel, but 
for financing and amortizing, by pooling the revenues from all prop 
erties which the Port Authority would have and operate, all of their 
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properties, both those related to highways and those unrelated to high 
ways. 

Our position, therefore, was that only projects or facilities that 
would be related to highways should be financed or amortized out 
of the proceeds of the tolls on the bridge or tunnel. Both bridges 
would be in operation. I would say in connection with that that we 
have in our files a few letters from that area commenting on the fact 
that the Camden Bridge has been in operation a long time, I believe 
it was opened in 1926, and it is still being operated as a toll facility. 

Mr. Ancett. May I ask a question at that point, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Boyxty. Yes. 

Mr. Anoetu. Is it the view of the Bureau of Public Roads that it 
would be a sound poliey to permit the levy ing of tolls on a bridge or 
tunnel after it has been completely amortized 7 

Mr. Boyxrn. No, sir. That is not sound. The policy for a long 
time has been that in the case of major bridges that involve the ex 
penditure of large sums of publie funds, that is. public highway funds, 
which would result in deferring other needed improvements on the 
highways elsewhere and would concentrate so much of the expendi- 
ture in one locality, that there would be no objection to putting tolls 
on a bridge of that type in order to finance it, provided that as soon 
as the tolls financed the bridge, after providing for annual mainte- 
nance, repair, and operation during the toll period, it would be main- 
tained and operated free. There was no objection to that. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman \ ield ? 

Mr. Ancetu. Yes. 

Mr. McGrecor. In accordance with that statement do you think 
it 1s eood policy, or do vou consider it sound poli V as asked by my 
colleague from Oregon, to use revenue derived from tolls for other 
purposes than that for which the tolls were collected ? 

Mr. Boykin. No, sir. That has been our position. 

Mr. Donpero. May I ask what damage that would do? What is 
the objection you have to using tolls from a bridge, we will say, to 
construct some other public works under the authority of this compact 
or Commission which might be set up under this legislation / 

Mr. Boykin. Well, it is our view that the public highways first of 
all should be free to the publhie. that is, for pubhe mse, We have waso 
line taxes and motor license fees that are imposed by law primarily 
for the purpose of providing highway funds. Of course, we know 
that quite a bit of those are diverted by legis! itive acts of the State 
leoislatures, 

Mr. Fation. And the Federal Government too. 

Mr. Boykin. And the Federal Government also. Yes. sir. That 
is correct. The Federal Government now to the extent of al 
SY OOD OOO OOO, 

Mr. GEORGE. Do they not divert about four or five times as much as 
the States? 

Mr. Boyxin. No,sir. I do not think it amounts to quite that much. 
] think it is about twice as much, but not four times as much, 

Mr. Grorcr. Most of the States are getting aw av from diversion 
as fast as they can at the insistence of your Department. 

Mr. Boykin. That is quite true. 

Mr. Grorce. If your Department would be as effective with the 
Federal (;overnment as it has been with the states maybe we could 
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build highways with the moto veh ( le 1! ; 
and we would not even have to build roads like the turnpikes. 

Mr. Boykin. Unfortunately we do not have as much influence with 
the Federal Crovernment as we have with the State vovernments. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Do you claim that the Bridge Act covers 
tunnels / 

Mr. Boykin. You mean the General Bridge Act? 

Mir. Aucuinc oss. Yes. 

Ir. Boynin. It does not mention the name “tunnel.” 

Mir. AUCHINCLOoss. It does not have anything to do with tunnels 

Mr. Boykin. It does not mention them. 
Mr. Atucnuincioss. So if a tunnel were built the whole question 

. > 


World 


sers’ funds that are collected, 


he moot. would t not / 
Ni b YKRIN. ()] Course, Il could hye held to he. b Lust i VO D ild 
| tunnel 


chia 
Mr. Avucuine toss. I have another question. I did not int to 


put a read through that it can be held to be a road 
interrupt vou. Go ahead. 

Mr. Boykin. That is quite all right, sir. 

May | Say in that conne tol ; you kn ow, since we have been ici! 
istering t] is Federal aid road legislation we have had a oreat many 
problen s of one kind and another. \s you gel tlemen are fami iar 
with our legislation, we have tried to keep it simple all the time, and 
the committee has cooperated in trying to keep it simple so it is pretty 
easy to tell what it means. It = not like some Federal | hy slation 


where sometimes | have people from the leo | departme!? ts of some 


of the other agencies who have rathel complicated law nd the VY are 
wonder hg what we would do unde eertal sit LATIONS, The Vy seem To 
be puzzled, Well. W ¢ had a quest Oo} which would tie noht i wit 


the question you raised of whether the crossing of a railroad unde1 
neath, that is. in an underpass. was a bridge or a tunnel. We had 
taken the position that whethe) you went over Oo! under did not make 
any difference because the purpose was to get oO} the other side, and 


all you did was Cross the obstacle, or the stream. o1 whatever it 

However, someone questioned that So we ¢al to Congress, as 
has been our practice when we run into those situations—we came t 
Congress and presented the problem. There was a bill pending then, 
so T drew un a section and we brought it down to Congress and the 
committee, and they incorporated that in it, saying that a railroad 
crossing, whethe1 by means of an under pass or an ove rhead structure 
was a bridge. We came to Congress and got that eared uy 


Ir. Aucuine toss. Mav I ask one other question 


Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Aucuincwioss. If this bridge or tunnel was to be constructed by 


private funds as a private undertaking and not . joint State under 

, . , ] | | 
taking. the Bridge Act would have no jurisdiction over it at all in the 
io léral Government. would it. ? 


Ih BoyKIN I think the War Department we ld have jut ! 


Mr. Acucuincrioss. But whether the tolls were chat 
would be no question about it. 

Why do we not leave it tothe States if 

Mr. Boykin. It certainly would be subject to the State laws and ir 
this case it bel @Y interstate I would not care to say ibout that. beeaus 
I do not think we will have that problem here. 
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. 
Mr. Aucuincioss. Yes, but it is quite possible. There was a bridge 
built across the Hudson River, as I remember it, by private funds, 
near Peekskill. They charged tolls up to 75 cents and a dollar. Then 


they eliminated the ferry from Garrison to West Point, and they got 
quite a lot of trade up there. That was approved. Do you remember 
that incident? 

Mr. Boykin. I do not remember the details. ) 

Mr. Fation. Will the gentleman yield? Was that not within a 
State ¢ 

Mr. Aucuincioss. That was interstate. 

Mr. Boykin. That was intrastate. 

Mr. Avcuincuoss. Yes. That was in the same State, but here | 
there are two sovereign States getting together on a compact, so | 
why penalize them ? 

Mr. Fatwon. I am just talking about the fact that the regulations 
are different when a bridge is in a State than they are when it is 
between two States. | 

Mr. Avcuincioss. It is also different when it is done by private . 
funds than when it is done by public funds, and then there is also 
a good deal of obscurity as to whether it is a tunnel or a bridge. 








Mr. Jones. Will the gentleman yield ? | 
Mr. Fation. Mr. Jones. 
Mr. Jones. Mr. Boykin, if the State of New Jersey or the State of 
Pennsylvania, or any other two States, by mutual consent give their 
consent to some private enterprise to build a road, then the Bureau 
of Public Roads would find no objection to it, would it ? | 
Mr. Boykin. No. However, there might be some circumstances ) 
that would warrant objection. | 
Mr. Jones. So if they want to do that under a private arrangement | 
then you would have no further objection to the consideration of this | 
bill because there would not be any need for a bill, would there? | 
Mr. Boyxrn. I do not suppose there would be any need for a bill. | 
This would be interstate. however. 
Mr. Jones. Does it make any difference what the character of the | 
commerce is over it? The only interest you would have would be 
to protect the navigation features of the stream that are affected at | 
the point where the bridge is constructed. So that would be the only 
interest of the Federal Government, would it not ? | 
Mr. Boykin. You know, under the law—— | 
Mr. Jones Under what law ? , 


Mr. Boykin. The 1906 act. A bridge could be built within a State 
over a navigable water where the navigable portion was located wholly 
within the State without coming to Congress for authorization. 

Mr. Jones. That is right, as long as it has the consent of the Secre- 
tary of War. 

Mr. Boykin. But it had to have the approval of the Chief of 
Engineers and the Secretary of the Army as to the location and as 
to the plans. 

Mr. Jones. After that consent was granted that was all that was 
necessary, was it not ? 

Mr. Boykin. I presume they may have had the authority also to 
regulate tolls on that under the 1906 act, because it was over navigable | 
waters. 
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Mr. Jones. If that is all, then it would be mighty simple to get a 
resolution that would give the consent of Congress to permit any con- 
struction of a bridge. Do you not think so? 

Mr. Boykin. I think in this case that the suggestion we made that 
there be some limitation on the period for the collection of tolls for 
this bridge or tunnel was a good one. As the bill now stands there 1 
no limitation They can collect tolls perpetually and use the proceeds 
to finance all these various and sundry other facilities. 

Mr. JONES. Then that is where the real obje tion comes in. 

Mr. Boykin. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. As to using the profits over and above the amortization 
amounts in order to go into activities unrelated to the highway 


program. 

Mr. Boykin. That is right. Without any provision whatever for 
the ultimate relief of people who use the bridge and pay the tolls on it. 
They would nevel he free fr Ih paving tolls. It Is the policy of ¢ on- 
gress, as written nto the bills that have been passed for a number of 
years, and also into the 1946 act, that tolls shall be subject to a limita 
tion of the pel od W ithin which they may be collected. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know of any instance in which there has been 
a failure to put some limitation on the time of collection of toll 
charges ¢ 

Mr. Boy KIN. Yes. sir. There have been a number of them back in 
the earlier years, but I do not think there have been any at all during 
the most recent vears. | night say in that connection, Mr. Jones. 
that in the early 1920's, at the time when the Port of New York 
Authority was created and that compact came before Congress for 
approval, not all bills for bridges were referred to the Bureau of 
Public Roads fora report to the committee. That compact was not 
referred to us at that time. The act consenting to said compact was 
approved August 23, 1921, and there was a supplemental consent act 
in 1922. Neither one of those came to us at that time, and it was just 
about that period that the committees began to refer these bridge bills 
to the Bureau 

That continued until 1946, when you passed the General Bridge Act. 
The big purpose of that act was to eliminate these humerous bridge 
bills that came up every session of Congress and imposed a great bur 
den on the committee and on the President. The President sent down 
to Congress a recommendation that they pass the general bridge bill 
to relieve him and the Congress of that burden. So the 1946 General 
Bridge Act was the result of that. 

I might add that such a bill had been under discussion for several 
vears prior to its enactment in 1946, I think it started in about 1940, 
although I cannot be exact or certain about that. 

Mr. Donpero. Will the gentleman yield for a question ¢ 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Donpero. What happens when the New Jersey Turnpike and 
the Pennsylvania Turnpike are completely amortized? Are they toll 
free / 

Mr. Boykin. The New Jersey Turnpike law provides—and I am 
not sure I can be 100 percent correct about this, but I remember they 
came down with the bill that they had before they ever introduced it 
in the legislature, and I read over it with them and made some sugges- 
tions. The New Jersey Turnpike is to become a part of the State 
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highway system and be free after it amortizes itself, but the tolls 
can be used, or the proceeds from the tolls can be used, to finance ex- 
tensions of it. That is so even now. 

In other words, after it frees itself or amortizes its cost and be- 
comes a part of the State highway system, then there is provision in 
the law that they can reinstate tolls on it again to finance an extension 
of it. That isin the New Jersey law today. 

Mr. Donpero. Is that Pennsylvania, or New Jersey, or both? 

Mr. Boykin. That is New Jersey. Now, in Pennsylvania I do not 
think that is the case. When the Pennsylvania Turnpike amortizes 
itself I think it is to be free. At least this was true under the original 
Pennsylvania Turnpike law, but I believe an amendment approved in 
1951 vested in the Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission power to 
combine the old turnpike with a new turnpike project and to con- 
tinue tolls on the old turnpike to assist in amortizing. such new turn- 
pike. As I say, I was not expecting this to come up, but I think that 
is correct. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Donvrro. Yes. 

Mr. Avcutncvoss. I think that legislation provided an exception 
to the Bridge Act in that the amortization period was increased to 40 
years for the turnpike in New Jersey and Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Donpero. What becomes of it at the end of 40 years if it is 
completely paid? I want to know, can you continue to charge tolls, 
or does it become a freeway ? 

Mr. Boykin. Under the State law, as I say, they can extend the 
turnpike now, and they are actually talking about doing it. Also, 
after it becomes part of the State highway system they can reinstate 
tolls in order to finance extensions of it. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is within the State and not interstate. 

Mr. Boykin. That is within the State. That is solely within New 
Jersey. As I say, in Pennsylvania it is not quite that way. 

Mr. Fatton. Is the New Jersey T urnpike the only case where we 
may have had an exception from ‘the 30 years to 40 years? 

Mr. Borxrn. No, sir. 

Mr. Fation. There have been other exceptions? Is it not true also 
that the New York Port Authority was created before the Bridge Act 
of 1946? 

Mr. Boyxrn. Oh, yes, sir. The New York Port Authority was cre- 
ated by an act that was approved—I had that here. It was in 1921. 
I guess that is close enough. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Boykin, let me ask you this question. Suppose 
we put a limitation of 40 years for amortization in this bill and leave 
all the rest of the features, such as the diversion features, in it. What 
would prevent the State of Pennsylvania and the State of New Jersey 
from coming in here at any time and asking for an extension ? 

Mr. Boykin. There would not be anything I can think of, sir. 

Mr. Donprero. One more question. I notice in this bill there is 
authority granted to build or construct railroads. 

Mr. Boykin. That is right, sir; transit lines. 

Mr. Donvero. Is there any precedent for that ? 

Mr. Boykin. I think the Port of New York Authority can build 
railroads around in the metropolitan area there, or the area covered 
by the authority. 
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Mr. Fa.ton. They can build most anything. 

Mr. Boyxin. They can build most anything. I think they can 
build churches but I don’t know that they have ventured into that. 

Mr. Anceti. Can they build airlines? 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir. There is very little restriction on what 
they can build. You take the definition of the terms that appear in 
the latter part of the bill, H. R. 5502, I believe it is. Those definitions 
are very broad and inclusive. They could cover most anything. 

Mr. Ancety. Mr. Boykin, under the experience in operating the 
turnpikes in Pennsylvania and New Jersey, is it the experience that 
the tolls are sufficient to amortize the projects long before the 40-year 
neriod expires ? 

Mr. Boykin. Well, sir, they claim that they are. I do not think 
that there can be any possible question about the New Jersey Turn- 
If you recall, several years back the Bureau 


is. 


pike amortizing its cost. 
made a study and submitted a report on toll roads and free roa 
In that report this road that now constitutes the New Jersey Turn- 
pike was cited as about the only one that would amortize its cost of 
construction as a toll road. There is not much doubt about it. It 
has a tremendous volume of traffic. 

Mr. Anceii. Have they reduced the tolls since the original road 
was opened / 

Mr. BoyKIN. | do not think so, SIT 

Mr. Anceii. Has your Department any statistical information as 


to how manv roads and bridges and tunnels are now in existence in 


the United States that are completely amortized and where tolls are 
still being collected / 
Mr BoyKIN. The o1 lv one I can mention is the Merritt Parkway 


in Connecticut. That was announced not so long ago, that is, some- 


time t} vear, as having amortized all the cost of ts construction. 
Mr. Anceti. Where is that located ? 
Mr. Boykin. In Connecticut. That was ai road. The 


] 1] ‘ \ 
had a 10-cent toll and as you came down toward New York, and just 
before vou got to New York. thev had the toll gate. Yo could travel 
traveled ove t was from New 


vhe appmroa ied New York 
. thont 


all the wavy down—the last time | 
Haver .or somewnere til there. down, Al d VW 


they hada sion that said this 


is the last place you ca vel off 
paying the toll. 

Well, I went on and paid the toll, but t] at sig was ere, Al | 
that was true alone that road. They suge@ested to vou that if vo 
did not want to pay the toll, here was a way to get off and avoid it 
I think that was designed primarily for local people. 

Mr. DONDERO. I have one more quest on. Mr. Bovk nh. Let me see 
if I understand this legislation. 

The purpose of this legislation is this: Te 


» permit the communities 


i i Lil 


after the project has been amortized. to maintain it as a source of 
income. 

Mr. BoyKIn. I think SO. 

Nii DONDERO. It is the po tio of the Publ R Admini! tra 
tion, as I understand you, that roads were supposed to free nd 
for that reason you have filed a report on that basis. Is that about 


the whole thing in a nutshell? 
Mr. Boykin. Well, yes, sir. That is about stating it in a nutshe 
We have notat any time undertaken to oppose the e1 atiol of the port 
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authority for Philadelphia and its providing all of these facilities. 
The only point we have raised is that you should not use a highway 
facility to finance all of these other facilities. 

The statement has been made that they cannot possibly finance 
these others without using the proceeds from the highway because the 
highway will be one of the best revenue producers. 

Mr. Donprro. Of course, we must look at it as a laudable purpose 
on the part of these communities to provide these things. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir. Certainly. 

Mr. Avucrincioss. Mr. Chairman, may I in reply to what I think 
Mr. Dondero said, state that before these facilities can be created they 


have to be approved DY the legislatures oft both States and the repre- 


sentatives of thi people and signed by the Governors. In that wav 
there isa positive safeguard that there will be no abuse. 

The statement has been made here that in the opinion of Mor. Bovkin 
the Port of New York Authority could build ehur hes: but they have 
not. And, the Governors of the States have the veto power. There 
fore, the Port of New York Authoritv has done a very constructive 
piece of work for the pubhe, where private funds ai d publi funds 
t for the construction oft bride s. tunnels, 
and also terminal 


would be impossible fo ve 
airplane facilities, airfield facilities for trucking. 
It has been a great boon to the communities of both New York and 
New Jersey. 

Mr. B YKIN The only suggestion ] would har eto offer. Mr. ( hair- 
man, in conclusion, Is that p rhaps you Ih oht specify the present 
period of collecting tolls as pre eribed bv the G neral Bi dge Let of 


| 


946 for 50 vears. However, you might extend the period here. That 
would be one wavy of eranting a longer period ro! it 

[ have nothing further, Mr. Chairman, unless vou have some more 
questions. . 


Mr. Fanton. Are there any more questions? 





_ Mr. Jones. I have just one line of question hich | ce to 
ask, Mr. Boykin. 

Mr. Bovkin, does the Hort of Sar Fran: se¢9 have } toll hr lees 
Tr any cvovernment i} operation oft side oT pernt Om thie nort To 


finance the port activities? 

Mr. Boykin. None that I know of Thev have two tol ridges 
there. 

Mr JONI # Does that a8) i to the port fu d 4 

Mr. Boykin. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Does the city of Houston, which operates a port author- 
ty, also have tol] bridges fl d tol] roads for the purpose of fina cing ? 

Mr. Boyrxrn. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Does the city of Mobile have its Bankhead tunnel funds 
go into the port operation ? 

Mr. Boykin. I do not think so, sir. 

Mr. JONES. What about. Charleston ? Do thev have anv toll roads 
over there to finance their operation ? 

Mr. Boyxry. No, sir. They did have a toll brid 


re, The tolls went 


for the bridge, however, and the bridge is free now. The State took 
that over and made it free. 

Mr. Jonrs. Were the funds obtained from the charge on vehicular 
traffic then diverted to operating the port authority M4 
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Mr. Boyx1n. No, sir. 
Mr. Jones. What about the eastern seaports? 1 
is the only one. 
Mr. Boykin. They have it there in New York. 
Mr. JONES. What about Boston ? Do they hay 
Mr. Boykin. Not to my knowledge. 
Mr. JONES. This would be a departure from the 
the Federal Government with respect to build ng 


4 4 } 1 l . } l 
ments, to take the Tunds from a highway or a brids 


tin extraordll ry activities not related to that 
Mr. Boykin. That is the position we took, sir, 
matter. We think that sound 
Mr. Fauron. I think regard to the word \ 
ust ix defi CK is commerce i d commerce 1 co 
treet pat ge, or true ne garage or airfiel 
else, like piet invt 19 i C1 s to com 
rignt ¢ 


Mr. Jones. But the use of 1 CO) ( 
Une policy thiat is bee followed iy ! (i 
It \\ ‘ l 
the Feds | Gvove! 

\ Boyt Wi | 


thev operate Ta (ori ! tance 
Nii ol NES \\ rt e port nar 
( | il te) | y ? a } 
ot iff ent € 
Mr. Boy v. I 
( ( } Xa 
( ! if V a ( Ve na ¢ I 
Mr. Jones. Shoul » and ak 
| that w | the time, that 
( Tl} ( ( 
ut ¢ 
Mr. Boy« I 1) 
] ome pla 
NI SCUDDE!I \\ ! 
Mi lo ES, des 
\ ! ‘el DDE | rel { ( <s 
ridge n California, I might ite there ere se 
( 1 | ( 1 bi aor ut ] hye CVE they ha ( 
1) \ ne state covernment hee } e they were } tf pay 
! i thre were the ling of heavy trath kk . 
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seven counties in the northern part of the State. These bridges are 


all contemplated to be made free of toll when the entire cost has been b 

amortized and will be just a segment of the highway system of the tl 

State. a 
I can see where a port authority or some governmental agency could a 

be charging a toll that would be in excess of the cost of operation and 

might be termed some ‘thing like the small-town traflic officer who used cl 


to pick the people up going through town in order to support their 
governments by fines. They might be taking a segment of the high- 


way system to use it for support of other facilities of the community, b 
which would be resented and not be in line with the thinking for a u 
highway system. Ww 
Mr. Aucuincioss. Will the gentleman yield? tc 
Mr. Scupper. Yes. I 
Mr. Avcuinctoss. In this instance I would point out the tolls would au 
be subject to the approval of the Secretary of the Army, so he would MN 
have to pass on whatever tolls were collected. be 
Mr. Boyxrn. Mr. Scudder, I understood about the bridges in San tl 
Francisco. When I answered about the bridges I thought he meant tc 
the immediate area of San Francisco. The only ones immediately 
there are Oakland Bay Bridge and the Golden Gate Bridge. I happen la 
to be familiar with both of them. bi 
Mr. Scupper. I might state in response to Mr. Auchincloss that the Ww 


tolls were exacted by the police judge in the other case. 


Mr. Jones. Mr. Boykin, in the Federal-aid program of highway con- m 
struction my recollection is that toll roads do not qualify for Federal fr 
participation. That is correct, is it not 

Mr. Boyxtry. That is correct. ou 

Mr. Jonrs. Now, toll bridges do participate, do they not? 

Mr. Boykin. There was an amendment in 1927 of what we call the a 
Oldfield Act, which authorized Federal participation in toll roads O 


en the same basis as the construction of any other free bridge on the of 





Federal-aid system, provided that the proceeds of the tolls were used A 
exclusively for meeting annual maintenance, repair, and operation 
costs and amortizing or reimbursing the State for the cost of the 
project paid by it th 

Mr. JONES. 77 ere fore the toll bridges do wet Federal assistance : 
in the way of funds from the Highway Act. 0 

Mr. Boykin. To that extent, yes, sir. We have not had half a dozen pa 
projects under that law. It was passed in 1927. There have not 
been as many as a half a dozen projects. 

Mr. Jones. Is it contemplated that under the authorization pro- be 
vided in this bill there will be an application for Federal funds to pr 
operate or to construct that ? it 

Mr. BoyKkIn. | do not think so, sir. ] have not he are | of pe 

Mr. Jones. We have had instances, if my memory serves me cor- ee 

rl 


rectly, where there were toll bridges under resolutions authorized by 
the Congress to be constructed which failed to pay out in the prescribed po 


period of time, and they have renewed their request due to the fact that lin 

the income was not sufficient for them to meet their payments and 
keep them from defaulting on their borrowing. Is that not true? , 
Mr. Boyxrn. I think that is true. Y« 
Mr. Jones. Mr. Vursell, as I recall it, had some kind of a resolution = 
Oo! 


such as that. 
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Mr. Boykin. There wasacase. You take Alabama. It had a num- 
ber of toll bridges, but they were made free. But that was not because 
the revenues were insuflicient to carry the maintenance and annual 
amortization costs. It was just to carry oul the purpose of the State 
and make the roads free. 

Mr. Jonegs. They dissolved the Alabama Bridge Corp. and pur- 
chased the bond issues under that authority. 

Mr. Boykin. That is correct, sir, and they made the bridges free. 

Under that law there have been a few other bridges. ‘There have 
been some in Arkansas. There was one in Idaho. There have been two 
in Florida. That law always had a time limit on it. That time limit 
was extended from time to time. The last extension was to 1947. We 
took over two bridges down there in Florida in 1946 or 1947, across 
Tampa Bay. They were both certified by the Defense Department 
and by the Navy, and I think by the Maritime Commission. We were 
in the backwash of the war at that time. They were both certified as 
being very important to the national defense and it was urged that 
they be taken over and made free. They were both privately owned 
toll bridges. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Boykin, is there a sufficient traffic volume in the 
large port cities of this country so that if they were to construct 
bridges in and around the area to operate the port authority there 
would be a great deal of agitation for that sort of a program ¢ 

Mr. Boykin. You mean agitation to continue the tolls and build 
more bridges and charge tolls for those purposes, or to make them 
free ? 

Mr. Jones. To start getting bridges for the purpose of carrying 
out extraordinary activities not related to the highways. 

Mr. Boykin. I think perhaps there would be because there is quite 
a tendency on the part of our people, all of us, to follow precedent. 
Of course, one thing they base this on is that it follows the pattern 
of the Port of New York Authority, although the Port of New York 
Authority was authorized 30 years ago. 

Mr. Jones. That is all. 

Mr. Fatvon. Mr. Boykin, we appreciate your coming here. We 
think we understand the feeling of the Department. 

There is just one thing I would like to say to you. In your open- 
ing remarks you said if this is passed there might be some other com- 
pacts coming in. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fatton. I can see the purpose of the joint States in this respect, 
because it is a source of revenue that they can get for public works 
projects that probably their tax structure cannot stand now because 
it is probably overburdened with taxes on real estate, merchandise and 
personal income, just like the Federal taxes are. So it is the feeling of 
your Department that no money that is paid by automobile users and 
truck users should be diverted for other purposes other than trans- 
portation, roads and bridges. Also, your other objection is to a 
limitation of amortization. 

Mr. Boyxrn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fatton. I know from experience, talking to people in New 
York, where the New York Port Authority had gone out in diversi- 
fied fields of operation, using the income from the George Washing 


ton Bridge for airports, and so forth, that there does not seem to be 
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too much objection to their going into the other public works fields a 
if the people knew when the George Washington Bridge was going -- 
to be toll free. That is the feeling I get from people who live in m 
New York. 

Mr. Boykin. And other bridges there too. 

Mr. Fation. The committe understands the feeling of your Depart- 
ment, and I think also of the Army engineers. I think we also are p 
acquainted with the purposes of the two States as to just exactly what 7 
they want and why they want it. I do not know if it is agreeable O 
to the members that they want to hear anybody else on this compact, m0 
or if they wish to reserve any other comment for executive session. 

Mr. Aucutinec.oss. Mr. Chairman, may I ask unanimous consent 
that Mr. Wolverton may extend his remarks in the record at this ‘ 


Mr. Fauion. If there is no objection, it is so ordered. ot 


} 7 
point 4 | oO! 
(The statement of Mr. Wolverton is as follows :) 


e% 
REBUTTAL STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN CHARLES A. WOLVERTON OF NEW JERSEY | : 
IN SUPPORT OF PENNSYLVANIA-NEW JERSEY COMPACT BILLS CREATING DELAWARE th 
River Porr AUTHORITY ar 
pa 
Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity you fa 
have afforded me to reply to the testimony given today by Colonel Milne, repre- of 
senting United States Army Engineers and Mr. Boykin, representing the Bureau pr 
of Roads. h: 
ARMY ENGINEERS AMENDMENTS ACCEPTABII rO SPONSORS or 

First, with reference to the testimony of Colonel Milne. His testimony makes 
plain that the Army engineers are not Opposed to the proposed bills. They are by 
not interested in the questions raised by the Bureau of Roads. Their only in- rl 
terest relates to the matter of navigation and protecting the jurisdiction of the ex 
Army engineers in this respect. ” 
There is no difference between the sponsors of this legislation and the Army as 
engineers with relation to the full and complete jurisdiction of the Army o 


engineers of all matters relating to navigation. We think the language in the 
Mills is sufficient to insure this jurisdiction, but, so that there may be no y 
t 


question with respect to it the sponsors met in conference with the Army engi- rey 
neers and agreed upon the following amendment. ph 
l 
» Fen» th 
tmending H.R. 5502 

th 
In section 2, insert before the word “and” in line 12 on page 24, the following: an 
“in accordance with the applicable provisions of section 502 (b) of the General an 

bridge Act of 1946 and section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of March 3, 
1899 (33 U.S. C., 8S. 403)". sh 
Spy 
Amending H. R. 5503 us 
In section 2, insert before the period in line 22 on page 12, the following: er 
“ in accordance with the applicable provisions of section 502 (b) of the General in 
Bridge Act of 1946 and section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of March 8, in 
1899 (33 U.S. C., S. 403)”’. is 
ch 
FREASURY DEPARTMENT AMENDMENTS ACCEPTABLE TO SPONSORS an 
Before passing to the testimony of Mr. Boykin, of the Bureau of Roads, I desire an 
to call to the attention of the committee that the following amendments, sug- the 
gested’ by the Treasury Department, are acceptable to the sponsors of the inc 
proposed legislation, reading as foliows: an 
2 i ow 
Amending H. R, 5502 to 
In section 1, insert before the colon, in line 5 on page 2, the following: “: And rot 
) 


provided, That the consent of Congress hereby given shall not be construed to 
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affect in any manner whatsoever the application of the internal revenue laws 
of the United States to the bonds or other securities or obligations issued by the 
Commission, their transfer and the income therefrom (including any profits 
made on the sale thereof)”, 


imending H. R. 5503 


In section 1, insert before the colon in line 8 on page 2, the following: “: And 
provided, That the consent of Congress hereby given shall not be construed to 
affect in any manner whatsoever the application of the internal revenue laws of 
the United States to the bonds or other securities or obligations issued by the 
Commission, their transfer and the income therefrom (including any profits 
tuade on the sale thereof)” 


VIEWS OF BUREAU OF ROADS NOT ACCEPTABLE TO SPONSORS 


The Bureau of Public Roads opposes the proposed legislation on two grounds: 
(1) That there is no limitation to the time within which tolls may be collected 
on any bridge that may be built, (2) that tolls should be used for no purpose 
other than amortization, maintenance, and operation of bridge 

The position taken by the Bureau of Roads became very clear under the 
examination of Mr. Boykin by members of the committee. It was obvious the 
difference of opinion between Pennsylvania and New Jersey on the one hand and 
the Bureau of Roads on the other, is simply this: The citizens of the two States 
are willing to pay tolls on vehicular Delaware River crossings, and continue to 
pay them, in order to provide and support various vital public improvements to 
facilitate transportation and interstate and foreign commerce, but, the Bureau 
of Roads thinks that the payment of tolls should stop, regardless of effect on 
procuring or continuing other facilities, as soon as the cost of the river crossing 
has been amortized. 

When questioned Mr. Boykin gave several “reasons” for the Bureau’s position 
on this matter, which can be mentioned briefly, as follows: 

A. The Bureau believes that highways (apparently including river crossings) 
by the nature of things should be free of any charges whatever for their use. 
This, however, is in conflict with the views of the people of the United States, 
expressed in ali sections of our country, as shown by their willingness to provide 
superhighways to facilitate speed and safety, and, for the use of which tolls 
are paid. In all such instances the people have long since decided that they 
prefer and are willing to pay tolls in order to have modern highways, bridges, 
tunnels, and other facilities 

As pertinent illustrations, consider the great Pennsylvania Turnpike, the New 
Jersey Turnpike recently completed, the Merritt Parkway in Connecticut, the 
turnpike in Maine, the State-wide throughway under construction in New York, 
the great turnpike already financed in Ohio, the West Virginia Turnpike, and, 
the turnpike already planned by the authorities of Oklahoma. Also consider 
the bridges built and building by Delaware and Maryland. The Mystie Bridge 
and Sumner Tunnel in Boston, the Triborough and other bridges and tunnels in 
and around New York 

All of this shows that despite the Bureau of Roads insistence that highways 
shall be free of tolls, the American people hold to the contrary view if and when 
special service or facilities are provided ; and, that in such cases tolls for highway 


use are justified and proper 

B. The Bureau of Roads further says that 1946 Bridge act established a con- 
cressional policy against continuing tolls on river crossings. There is nothing 
in the act that declares any such policy. A reading of the act will be convincing 
in this respect. The 1946 Bridge Act is actually a very limited statute. There 
is nothing in the act that prevents any local community or communities from 
charging tolls on river bridges indefinitely as to time and using the proceeds for 
any purpose 

Furthermore, any private individual or corporation may build a river bridge 
anywhere (even over an interstate river) and charge tolls indefinitely and keep 
the tolls, beyond cost of maintenance and operation, as profits. This may go on 
indefinitely And, any public or private ageney can build a tunnel (even crossing 
an interstate stream) and charge tolls indefinitely and keep the proceeds for its 
own uses, The Bridge Act in cutting off tolls after a fixed period applies only 
to State owned interstate bridges. It does not apply to tunnels or ferries or 
privately built bridges, It therefore establishes no general policy as contended 
for by the Bureau of Roads. And accordingly cannot properly be applied to 
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bridges where there is need for such, in a single, integrated community like 
Philadelphia-Camden, on the theory that there is a congressional policy against 
toll bridges. 

©. The Bureau of Roads, also takes the position that, while the unlimited toll 
collection powers, long ago contained in and now enjoyed by the New York Port 
Authority, are all right for the New York Port area, the same program is wrong 
for the Philadelphia-Camden Port area. Strange reasoning accompanies this 
expression of opinion, namely, because it might be used as a precedent for appli- 
eation in other areas. The weakness of this argument, in fact its ridiculousness, 
can readily be understood when it is realized that there is no other comparable 
situation in the entire Nation. Where else is there a seaport such as Philadel- 
phia, extending into the jurisdiction of two States. Boston, Baltimore, Jack- 
sonville, New Orleans, San Francisco, Seattle, and those of lesser importance are 
all within the jurisdiction of a single State. The only other port that is com- 
parable to the Philadelphia situation is that of New York which extends into 
northern New Jersey and is divided or separated by the Hudson River. And, 
this has already been taken care of by the Port of New York Authority legisla- 
tion. This legislation sought by the Philadelphia area is of like character. It 
is needed for the same reasons that justified its passage for the port of New 
York. And, the same reasons justify its passage for the benefit of the port of 
Philadelphia, which includes Camden on the New Jersey side of the Delaware 
River. When this legislation is passed it cannot be a precedent for elsewhere 
as no other place similarly situated now exists. It would be interesting to know 
what are the “other cases’ that are feared by the Bureau of Roads. I repeat, 
in the whole United States, there is no other great seaport lying within the 
territory or jurisdiction of two States. 

As I have previously said in these hearings, the only reason we are here asking 
for congressional approval is because the subject matter necessarily concerns 
two States. If this port development was entirely within one State it would not 
be necessary for us to be here asking approval. The State could accomplish it 
by its own legislative act, the same as when the great turnpikes were built within 
the respective States. The same as the legislatures of the individual States 
provided for the development of the seaports within their boundaries, such as 
Boston, Baltimore, Jacksonville, New Orleans, San Francisco, Seattle, and all 
the others. 

It is ridiculous, to even pretend that Congress has adopted a policy against 
development of seaports that lie within two States. The mere statement is 
sufficient to refute it. 

ID. The Bureau of Roads has further objected to congressional approval of the 
compact bills because, under the terms of the bills, the tolls could be expended 
“for purposes which are “unrelated,” and, which highway users would not want 
to pay for. This is incorrect on at least two grounds. Despite the fullest op- 
portunity and the proverbial watchfulness of automobilists and truckers’ asso- 
ciations, not one word of objection to continued tolls has been heard, or, to the 
use to be made thereof, either before this committee or in the Senate, from any 
highway user of any kind whatsoever. 

Furthermore, the Philadelphia-Camden area, which the testimony shows, pays 
over 90 percent of the tolls and cost, has through its elected officials, State and 
local, and other representatives of business, finance and industry groups, af- 
firmatively approved and urged the adoption of the pending legislation permit- 
ting these tolls and their use for development of rapid transportation and port 
development as well as to meet the cost of the bridge or tunnel, its maintenance 
and Operation. Secondly, the legislation itself (H. R. 5502, sec. 3, especially 
p. 25, line 7, and H. R. 5508, sec. 3, especially p. 13, line 14) by direct action of 
the Congress provides that the tolls shall not go to unrelated purposes. 

Under these provisions, the tolls can go only to “transportation, terminal, 
or port improvement purposes.” No one can imagine any other class of purposes 
which is more directly related to highways, bridges or which properly developed 
will be of more benefit to the traveling public, to industry, highway user, and 
in the transportation and interchange of interstate and foreign commerce in 
general, Two examples will suffice to illustrate the benefits to be derived from 
facilities that would be provided : 

(1) A bus or truck terminal or loading piers on either or both sides of the 
river crossing, or adequate approach highways. . Although such facilities are 
not directly a part of the bridge or tunnel to be constructed, yet, no one will 
deny that traffic on the bridge and approaches can be facilitated with greater 
speed and safety by means of these and other facilties that could be mentioned. 
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(2) A rapid transit system connected with either a bridge or tunnel crossing 
of the river and extending into the adjacent territory carries passelgers, mail, 
and freight which otherwise would utilize autombiles and motor trucks, thereby 
tending to check and delay the free flow of traffic. 

If highway users contribute to such facilities as these by the tolls they pay, 
nothing could be fairer, more equitable, or more reasonable. And it is only 
for such and similar helpful facilities that contributions, if any, are to be made. 
All of this relates to transportation and is helpful thereto. I cannot under- 
stand how Mr. Boykin, speaking for the Bureau of Roads, could have fairly said 
that the above-quoted definitions are too “broad.” The committee will note 
that the discussion this morning developed that there was an aversion or fear, 
upon the part of Mr. Boykin, whenever the thought was expressed that tolls 
might go to help “commerce”. His whole thought was roads—free roads—and 
he applies it to bridges and against anything that would use the tolls for any 
other purpose no matter how laudable the facility, or the help it would prove 
to interstate transportation and commerce. 

E. Mr. Boykin made the statement during his testimony that the bills are 
too broad and, using his words, “eliminated all Federal laws.” This is not 
true, nor is there any justification for expressing such an opinion. As already 
mentioned, the jurisdiction of the Army engineers over coustruction plans, 
reasonableness of tolls, and, as well as, the jurisdiction of all other Federal 
agencies, was intended to be preserved by the language contained in the bills, 
and is preserved beyond any doubt whatsoever. 

Even before October 1951 an agreement was reached expressing the willingness 
upon the part of the sponsors of this legislation to make any change or adopt 
any amendment that would leave no doubt of the continuing jurisdiction of the 
Secretary of the Army to determine the reasonableness and fairness of all t 
and continuing his authority to fix tolls that would be just and reasonable rhe 
amendments agreed to by the Department of Commerce and the sponsors in 
1951 are as follows: 


ols 


tmending FH. R. 5502 
In Section 5, strike out the word beginning with the word “Notwithstanding” 
in line 20 on page 24 down to and including the word “commission”, in line 1 
on page 25, and insert in lieu thereof the following: “Notwithstanding any 


limitation on the collection of tolls as prescribed by section 506 of the General 
Bridge Act of 1946, as amended, or as prescribed by an Act heretofore enacted 
by the Congress authorizing or consenting to the construction or acquisition of 
any bridge constructed or acquired by the Commission.” 


Amending H. R. 5508 


(6) In Section 3, strike out the words beginning with the word “Notwith- 
standing” in line 1 on page 13 down to and including the word “commission” 
in line 7 on page 13, and insert in lieu thereof the following: ‘‘Notwithstanding 
any limitation on the collection of tolls as prescribed by section 506 of the 
General Bridge Act of 1946, as amended, or as prescribed by any Act heretof 
enacted by the Congress authorizing or consenting to the construction or ac 
tion of any bridge constructed or acquired by the Commission.” 

Certainly the proper application of all necessary Federal laws is preserved 
and, if there were fear about the rate or application of tolls, the Secretar 
the Army will always be there to see that the tolls are reasonable and just 
(1946 Bridge Act, sec. 503). In this respect the bills go far beyond requirements 
in connection with other highway facilities. The committee of course remembers 
that no Federal agency can supervise tolls on the great new turnpikes whicl 
I have mentioned, or on bridges or tunnels like those in Boston, Charleston, Mas 
Brooklvn, or San Francisco, or those operated by the Triborough Authority, 
New York 


WHY DISCRIMINATE AGAINST PHILADELPHIA-CAMDEN PORT? 


Due to the geographical, population, and metropolitan features applying in 
the Philadelphia-Camden port area, the crossings involved, though happening 
to cross State lines, differ in no apprecfable respect from ordinary intrastate 
bridges in hig cities, the tolls on which Congress leaves to loeal control irre- 
spective of the amount of interstate traffic which may be carried as an incident 


to their operation. It is this circumstance which so clearly justifies the ap- 
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plication of the States of Pennsylvania and New Jersey for the approval of 
the proposed legislation. 

Every seaport in the United States, excepting only Philadelphia, is free to 
exercise local initiative substantially as it pleases in order to finance and im- 
prove its transportation and port facilities—New York, Baltimore, Jacksonville, 
Mobile, New Orleans, Houston, San Francisco, and all the rest, both large and 
small. All of them, if they wish, can operate bridges over their rivers and 
waters and collect tolls thereon, as long as they wish and at any rate they de- 
termine, and apply all such bridge tolls to any port or transportation improve- 
ment whatsoever. The port of Philadelphia is the second-largest port in the 
entire Nation, and yet this Philadelphia-Camden area is alone barred from 
the same rights and privileges enjoyed by other ports, because a State boundary 
line runs down the middle of the Delaware River, dividing the States of Penn- 
sylvania and New Jersey. 

The provisions of the 1946 Bridge Act applies to this legislation solely be- 
cause that State line divides the jurisdiction necessitating congressional ap- 
proval. Scores of famous bridges in this country are over busy and important 
rivers and waterways, built and operated by local communities as toll bridges 
without either Army supervision of toll rates or a Federal time limit on toll 
collection. To mention just-a few, unlimited and unregulated tolls are or can 
be collected on the Golden Gate or Oakland Bridges at San Francisco, the 
Bronz, Whitestone Bridge over Long Island Sound at New York, the Bear Moun- 
tain and Mid-Hudson Bridges over the Hudson, The Triborough Bridges over 
the Harlem River and East River connecting Manhattan, the Bronx and Long 
Island in New York, the Cooper River Bridge at Charleston, the Mississippi 
Bridge at Baton Rouge, the Ohio, Monongahela and Alleghany River Bridges 
at Pittsburgh, the Cayahoga River Bridge at Cleveland, the Connecticut River 
Bridges at Hartford and Middletown, and even the Queenstown, Manhattan, 
and Brooklyn Bridges over the East River at New York. With these famous 
precedents, the sponsors of this Delaware River port legislation feel strongly 
that we are entitled to the same status as others and should not be discriminated 
against. 

CONCLUSION 


I urge you again, and through you the Congress, that these bills be promptly 
enacted. I feel free to do this because the bills themselves and the testimony you 
have heard show so clearly that— 

(1) The projects to be undertaken by the port authority—the new bridge, 
rapid transit, port improvements—are essential not only to the local interests 
of the Philadelphia-Camden area but also to the national interest. 

(2) Any such project can only be commenced after express approval by the 
legislatures or governors. Thus, the authority will always be controlled by 
the elected representatives of the people involved. 

(3) No project can be undertaken if it would interfere with or supplement 
any adequate private enterprise. 

(4) All of the projects will be such as promote interstate and foreign 
commerce, and all the revenues therefrom will be devoted to financing projects 
for such purpose by express provision in this legislation. 

(5) There is no possibility of discrimination against the interstate com- 
merce, nor any harm to any other State or section of our country, hence no 
basis to determine that this is anything other than in the national interest. 

(6) The people of the area who will pay the tolls (over 90 percent of the 
revenue of the present bridge comes from Philadelphia and south New Jersey 
people) approve the suggested financing arrangements and willingly accept 
and approve the provisions for the continuing tolls and pooling of revenue 
for the common support of all of the needed improvements and facilities, 
including rapid transit into adjacent territory. As to the intense desire 
for the objectives to be attained as a result of the proposed legislation, see 
the testimony of Mayor Joseph Clark of Philadelphia, Mayor George Brun- 
ner, Governors Fine and Driscoll, of Pennsylvania and New Jersey, re- 
spectively, the four United States Senators from the two States, Members of 
Congress, Democrats and Republicans, of Pennsylvania and New Jersey, 
and representatives of civic, labor, business, and financial groups. Never 
has there been a more pronounced, universal, and united demand been made 
by every segment, both public and private and regardless of political affilia- 
tion, for a project than exists for that which is contained in the proposed bills 
now under consideration by this committee. 








—~ so ot oe 


~~ = uw 











DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY AND JOINT COMMISSION 137 


(7) The Congress should not discriminate against one of the important 
areas of the Nation. These bills are necessary in order that the Philadelphia- 
Camden area may have the same financing and improvement powers enjoyed 
by all the other great seaports of the Nation. 

(8) No Federal funds are involved. 

(9) The facilities involved are transportation facilities and all are essen- 
tial to the national defense and to the health, safety, and public welfare of 
the people in the Philadelphia-Camden area. If the States directly concerned 
are not permitted to provide the essential facilities under the proposed 
process, the only alternative is for the Federal Government, eventually, to 
finance them at the expense of all taxpayers in the Nation and not merely 
by the users of all or any of the projected facilities. 

(10) When a locality such as Philadelphia-Camden is willing at its own 
expense to provide transportation facilities which are needed and which 
all of our people will be able to use on an equal basis, it would be inconsistent 
with all our traditions for the Congress te discourage such a display of 
initiative, energy, self-reliance, and financial independence. It is the type of 
legislation that accomplishes worth-while things without resort to Federal 
funds that should be encouraged and not discouraged. I sincerely hope that 
the committee will see its way clear to give its approval to the legislation 

Mr. Fation. Is it the feeling of the committee we have heard 
enough witnesses to understand fully the problems of both the States 
and the Departments of the Government? If so, we will close the 
hedrings and reserve all comments for executive sessions. 

Mr. Anceti. Mr. Chairman, have all witnesses who have expressed 
the desire to be heard, been heard ? 

Mr. Fatxion. I do not know. Is there anybody here in the room 
who desires to be heard who has not been heard ? 

Mr. McGregor. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if our staff knows of any 
requests on the part of anyone either for or against this legislation ¢ 

Mr. Fatton. I would ask Mr. Wolverton if he has any witness who 
would like to be heard further, or Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Wotverron. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Russell is here and he has had 
a considerable number of conferences with different departments of 
the Government. In fact, it was thought that with the amendments 
that had been suggested and agreed upon by the sponsors that there 
would be no opposition whatsoever upon the part of any Federal 
bureaus to this legislation. That was in October of last year. Yet 
we are aware of the fact that today some opposition has been ex- 
pressed on the part of the Bureau of Public Roads. 

I leave it to you and also to Mr. Russell to decide whether there 
would be any contribution that Mr. Russell could make to the com- 
mittee with reference to the agreements that had been made about 
certain amendments that might have eliminated some of the questions 
that have been asked today. 

Mr. Fatiton. Mr. Wolverton, it has not been the practice of the com 
mittee to hear rebuttals on any bill that we have ever had before us. 
1 would like to know if there is any chance of the sponsors of this 
particular project or projects agreeing—and I think that most of the 
opposition stems from the amortization conflict—that there could 
be some time limit within the law or the extension of the law we have 
established. 

Mr. Worverton. Mr. Chairman, in answer to that question it is my 
opinion that no agreement could be entered into in that respect. I 
am speaking now of the limitation. It would destroy the objectives 
sought by the legislation. 

Mr. Fatiton. Iam speaking now of 40 years. 
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Mr. Wotverton. We have in mind this: I think here is a failure 
on the part of the Bureau of Public Roads to visualize the situation 
that exists, namely, all that this legislation is endeavoring to do is 
to give these two States the right to do the thing that they could do 
within their own State if there had not been the Delaware River in 
between the two of them. If that had not existed it would not have 
been necessary to be here any more than it was necessary to come for 
any other improvement in a State that might be desired. The whole 
purpose, as I have said in a nutshell, is to permit these two States to 
do what either one of them could do in their respective States without 
asking for any consent whatsoever from the Congress of the United 
States, 

I leave with you the one thought, is there anything that has been 
asked here that is detrimental to the State of North Carolina, or 
Alabama, or California, or Nevada, or any other State in what has 
been asked to be done by the States of Pennsylvania and New Jersey ? 
It is only a business proposition that has been presented as a result 
of the particular situation that exists in New Jersey, with its northern 
port divided in jurisdiction with New York and its southern port 
divided with Pennsylvania, and we are trying to bridge that situation. 

I also want to point out the fact that in this legislation the right 
to revise and repeal and amend by the Congress is present, so that there 
is no giving up of any congressional power or authority in the grant- 
ing of either of these pieces of legislation. 

I appreciate the opportunity to reply or make a further statement 
in connection with some of these matters, which I think will be helpful 
to the committee. I am anxious to do it because I do not want to 
take the time of the committee at this time. 

Mr. Fation. Thank you very much, Mr. Wolverton. 

Gentlemen, I think it is the wish of the committee to close the hear- 
ings on these two bills and have an executive session meeting at the 
call of the Chair ype ee the next few days. 

(Whereupon, at 11:25 p. m. the hearing in the above-entitled 
matter was ventcbadied} 

(The following letters, statement and brief were submitted for the 
record :) 


NEWARK, N. J., May 24, 1952. 
In re congressional consent to State compact relating to Delaware River Port 
Authority. 
Hon. CHARLES R. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, House Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Stir: I submit this petition through your committee to the Congress in 
opposition to the granting of congressional consent in this case unless suitable 
reservations are made to protect the national interests and to prevent the com- 
pact from operating in confliction of the national policies already established 
by Congress. 

Based on unequivolcal statements by Governor Driscoll and others, it is well 
understood that this compact is intended to create a perpetual financial autonomy 
in the authority, whereby it will be enabled to engage in all forms of commercial 
activity, whether or not related to bridges and tunnels, and to finance all these 
activities by the use of surplus revenues from existing bridges and new bridges 
or tunnels to be erected in the future. The surplus bridge revenues are to be 
directly diverted as they accrue annually, and what is still more important, 
future revenues are to be pledged to suppert the issuance of new bond issues 
for the construction of projects in no way re'ated to the bridges, such as piers, 
airports, railroad systems, warehouses, truck, and bus terminals, ete. The 
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issuance of such bonds will make a mockery of the supposed supreme power of 
Congress over interstate commerce, for the right of Congress to regulate the 
interstate tolls of these bridges will be subject to the pledge or mortgage of 
the tolls. 

Moreover, the granting of consent to this compact without the reservation 
which I propose, would, or at least might have the effect of granting an excep- 
tion to the authority from the operation upon it of the uniform policy which 
has been established by Congress for many years that publicly owned interstate 
toll bridges may charge tolls only for the period of time necessary to amortize 
their cost from the tolls and their operating expenses for the amortization 
period, after which they must be operated free of all tolls. This policy was 
perpetuated in the 1946 Bridge Act, and constitutes one of the most fundamental 
of all our basic laws. It is, in fact, merely the enactment into statutory law, 
and the particularization, of principles of common law which have existed for 
centuries, and which the Supreme Court has held are implicit in our Constitution. 
Munn v. Illinois (94 U. S. 118). In these days of stress it is now not less, but 
more than ever, important to maintain the principles of free intercourse between 
the States and to discourage all unnecessary barriers and restraints. Of course 
the diversion of interstate tolls in the manner intended by this compact is 
tantamount to a direct taxation of interstate commerce, something which Con- 
gress should not consent to even if the amount of the diversion were known to 
it and of trifling amount. But the diversion proposed, or at least authorized 
by this compact is neither trifling nor is it subject to any limitation whatever 
Congress is being asked to sign a blank check for any amount the authority may 
later fill in. 

For example, the surplus revenues of the existing Camden Bridge are already 
in excess of $3,000,000 per year, even under the relatively low 25-cent toll which 
now prevails. Under the existing laws, which because of Congressional con- 
sents have the force of Federal law, these surplus revenues are required to be 
applied to amortization of the bridge cost, and upon completion of amortization 
the bridge is required to be operated free of tolls. The already accumulated sur 
plus is now of such an amount that the removal of tolls will be required by the 
existing law not later than 1955, and possibly some time in 1954. 

As sooon as congressional consent is granted the authority intends to use its 
$12,000,000 surplus for general purposes, spending directly such of it as it sees 
fit, and using the balance as a basis for borrowing. In addition to pledging this 
surplus the authority intends to make a direct pledge of the future tolls them- 
selves. By this means it might be able to raise as much as $30,000,000, which 
will, in effect, constitute a diversion of that amount from the toll fund. 

It is interesting to note in connection with this that the authority has already 
acted in anticipation of its receiving the congressional consent. Although the 
tolls from the Camden Bridge were more than 20 times its interest requirements, 
as compared with less than 10 times only 4 years ago, and although its net reve- 
nues were more than double its total requirements for debt service, it raised the 
tolls from 20 cents to 25 cents, with no other purpose, it is obvious, than to in- 
crease its reserves in anticipation of congressional action which will have the 
effect of releasing them for general use. Further increases will undoubtedly 
follow in the event of congressional consent, and the extent of these increases 
will be limited only by popular resentment, and not by law. In other words 
congressional powers over this interstate commerce will become merely a con- 
temptible technicality ; Congress will in effect have abdicated to the authority as 
the sole power to legislate on this particular subject. 

Undoubtedly everything that could be said to justify this delegation of power 
by Congress to this authority was previously considered in connection with the 
consent of Congress given in 1948 to another New Jersey-Pennsylvania authority, 
viz., the Delaware River Toll Bridge Commission, which operates the Easton- 
Phillipsburg Bridge and others. 

That authority was authorized by the two States, by an amendment of the 
existing compact, to combine the operation of all its bridges to the end that the 
surplus of revenues of one bridge might offset the deficit or lack of any revenue 
from another, and to continue the tolls in a limited degree, sufficient to cover 
operating costs, even after amortization of the bridge costs from the tolls had 
been completed. 

Congress flatly rejected this proposal in the consent with which it ratified this 
compact, chapter 480, Public Law 355, Eightieth Congress, approved August 4, 
1948. After attaching to the consent the usual proviso “that nothing herein 








140 DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY AND JOINT COMMISSION 


contained shall be construed to impair, or. diminish any right, power, or juris- 
diction of the United States,” ete., ete., this further specific proviso was added: 

“And provided further, That after the costs of the bridges in a single project 
have been amortized, such bridges shall thereafter be maintained and operated 
free of tolls.” 

By this means Congress made it plain that the two important principles of the 
1946 General Bridge Act (that interstate tolls may not be used by the States for 
any purpose not connected with the bridges, and that such bridges must be made 
toll-free as soon as the tolls have been sufficient to amortize their cost) were 
not to be deemed affected in any way by its consent to the compact. 

An even greater necessity exists for attaching this proviso to the compact 
now before you, which goes infinitely further in the proposal to divert interstate 
tolls. The proposal which Congress rejected in 1948 called for only a very 
slight diversion, and in fact it could have been regarded as no diversion at all, 
for all that was asked was the right to continue the tolls after amortization for 
operating costs only. The present proposal is to divert the tolls without any 
limitations whatsoever, either as to amount or as to the purposes of the diversion. 

In view of the fact that the present compact contemplates the possibility of 
tunnels as well as bridges, I suggest that the proviso, following the precedent 
of the 1948 consent as closely as possible, should take the form: 

“And provided further, That after the cost of any interstate bridge or tunnel 
has been amortized, such bridge or tunnel shall thereafter be maintained and 
operated free of tolls.” 

Respectfully submitted. 

LESLIE H. JAMOUNEAU. 


COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANTA, 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Harrisburg, June 8, 1952. 
Hon. CHARLES BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, House Committee on Publie Works. 
New House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 
(Attention: Mr. Tierney, counsel.) 

Dear Mr. Buckiey: Herewith forwarded is a copy of our Senate brief in 
support of consent legislation (S, 2187, Delaware Port Authority and S. 2188, 
additional river crossing), and a copy of the statement of Gov. John S. Fine at 
the Senate hearing on May 28, 1952. 

You will note that the Senate brief differs from the House brief principally 
ig that (1) the subtitle “Need for compacts” is revised and somewhat expanded 
in its later part; (2) subtitle “Amendments proposed by Federal agencies” is 
revised especially with respect to the amendment we proposed to be inserted in 
lieu of the first seven lines of section 3 of both bills recommended by the Depart- 
ment of Commerce to be stricken: and (3) subtitle “Discussion” includes, in 
addition to comments concerning the suggestions of the Bureau of the Budget, 
comments regarding the objections of the Department of Commerce in its report 
which we did not have prior to the House committee hearings May 21-22, 1952. 

The statement of Governor Fine would have been his statement at the House 
hearings if he could have been present. I think you will be interested in points 
emphasized in said statement. 

Thank you, again, for the gracious courtesy of yourself and all others of 
the committee’s staff. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. VAsuit Burr, 
Deputy Attorney General. 


STATEMENT OF GOV. JOHN S, FINE OF PENNSYLVANTA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Committee on Public Works, on 
behalf of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania I desire to make a few special 
comments in support of the two supplemental compacts between Pennsylvania 
and New Jersey here under consideration. 

1. The highly integrated program for development of the Philadelphia-Camden 
port area was contemplated by and provided for by the 1931 compact which 
established the Delaware River Joint Commission. It was clearly the ultimate 
objective of that compact. I quote from the letter of the Department of Agri- 
culture, December 31, 1931, to the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
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Commerce (H. J. Res. 101, H. Rept. No. 1383, 72d Cong., 1st sess.) regarding the 
1931 compact: 

“The said compact or agreement relates to the development and promotion 
of commerce on and across the Delaware River * * *. It is the view of this 
Department that the compact sets up a desirable plan for providing facilities 
for commerce by rail, highway, and water; for the management of such facil- 
ities; and for additional facilities as may be needed from time to time.” 

2. The supplemental compact in S. 2187 converts the Commission into a port 
authority, clearly defines the port district, and effects a change in the personnel 
of the Pennsylvania membership. It spells out, and removes any possible ques- 
tion with respect to, the grant of powers to accomplish the avowed purposes 
of the 1931 compact. It authorizes a rapid transit system for passengers, ex- 
press, and mail between points in New Jersey within the port district and points 
within the city of Philadelphia. It takes into account any possible encroach- 
ment upon private enterprise by requiring the Commission, in its report recom- 
mending new projects, to state its findings that present facilities operated by 
private enterprise which are to be supplanted or added to are not adequate. 
S. 2188 consents principally to a specific additional bridge or tunnel south of 
the existing Philadelphia-Camden Bridge as consented to by the Governors of 
the two States. 

8. Pennsylvania requests the committee to amend both Senate bills in the 
manner suggested in riders attached to each bill, but respectfully urges rejection 
of the proviso proposed by the Department of Commerce to be added at the end 
of section 3. The effect of such a proviso would be (1) to prohibit the use of 
tolls from highway bridges or tunnels for financing other commerce facilities, 
and (2) to prohibit collection of tolls on any highway bridge or tunnel in the 
port district 30 years after the last such bridge or tunnel is constructed or 
acquired. It is our opinion that, since only 5.04 percent of the interstate bridge 
trattic over the Philadelphia-Camden Bridge is nonlocal in origin, such a proviso 
is not required by the national interest. In fact, the amendment proposed in the 
proviso would restrict in a manner which is not in the national interest the power 
of the Commission to undertake and finance projects necessary for the public 
welfare, health, and safety in the Philadelphia-Camden area. It would be a 
serious, even insurmountable, obstacle to the only practicable means for develop- 
ing the Delaware River Port District as a vitally necessary center of commerce. 

4. The two States directly concerned and primarily responsible are anxious 
to proceed with this development and, moreover, without financial aid from the 
Federal Government. If the two States are not enabled to accomplish this 
objective through constitutional processes, then the only alternative is, eventually, 
for the Federal Government to finance this development. Needless to say, any 
financing and consequent supervision or control by the Federal Government would 
be at the expense of all taxpayers in the Nation instead of, for the most part, 
the users of all or any of the projected facilities. 

5. The Congress has shown its wisdom heretofore, in considering interstate 
compacts, by keeping in mind clear distinctions between those interests which 
are truly national and those which are properly within the competence and 
jurisdiction of the States. We are confident that the Congress will, in the present 
instance, be no less disposed to recognize those distinctions. 

6. The position of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is set forth more fully 
in its Brief which, with the permission of the committee, we should like to file 
at this time. 


BRIEF OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA IN SUPPORT OF SENATE BILLS 
GRANTING CONSENT OF THE CONGRESS TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL COMPACTS BETWEEN 
THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA AND THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY CoN- 
CERNING THE DELAWARE RIVER PoRT AUTHORITY AND AN ADDITIONAL CROSSING 


To the Chairman and Members of the Committee on Public Works, United States 
Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

This brief is submitted by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in support of 
proposals granting consent of the Congress to two supplemental compacts between 
the State of New Jersey and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, namely: 
S. 2187, concerning the Delaware River Port Authority, and S. 2188, concerning 
an additional river crossing, both sponsored by Senators Hendrickson, Smith 
(N. J.), Martin, and Duff. 

These compacts amend and supplement the compact of July 1, 1931, con- 
sented to and approved by the Seventy-second Congress, June 14, 1932. The 
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1931 compact created the Delaware River Joint Commission, a corporate agency 
of the two States, (1) to operate and maintain the existing Philadelphia-Camden 
Bridge and to provide transportation facilities thereon, (2) to prepare plans 
for additional crossings and transit facilities and facilities necessary to promote 
commerce on the Delaware River, and (3) to construct or acquire such struc- 
tures or facilities after securing prior authorization therefor from the legis- 
latures of the two States. It is important to emphasize at this point certain 
features of the 1931 compact and of the supplemental compacts. 


FUNCTIONS OF THE DELAWARE RIVER JOINT COMMISSION 


Upon its creation the Commission was charged with the operation and main- 
tenance of the Philadelphia-Camden Bridge, then jointly owned by the two 
States and the city of Philadelphia, and theretofore operated and maintained 
by the Pennsylvania Commission and the New Jersey Interstate Bridge Com- 
mission acting jointly as the Delaware River Bridge Joint Commission. 

The Delaware River Joint Commission was also authorized, without further 
approval of the legislatures of the two States, to establish, construct, operate, 
and maintain railroad or other facilities for the transportation of passengers 
across the said bridge, including certain extensions within Philadelphia and 
Camden. 

Pursuant to articles IT and XII of the 1931 compact, the Commission was 
authorized also to investigate the necessity of additional means of communi- 
cations, and to study the feasibility of new projects for the improvement of port 
facilities, or any other project for the muttal advantage of the two States. 
Before undertaking to construct, erect or otherwise acquire any new facility 
or project, the Commission was required to submit a detailed report to the 
legislatures of the two States and secure legislative authorization therefor. 
Furthermore, the Commission was empowered to study and make recommenda- 
tions to the proper authorities for the improvement of terminal, lighterage, 
wharfage, warehouse, and other facilities necessary for the promotion of com- 
merce on the Delaware River. 

The Commission was empowered to issue revenue bonds for the financing 
of its projects. It was empowered also, under article VIII, to establish, levy, 
and collect, either by itself or indirectly, such tolls, rents, rates, and other 
charges, in connection with the existing Philadelphia-Camden Bridge and any 
other properties which it might thereafter construct, acquire, or control, as it 
might deem necessary, proper, desirable, and reasonable. The Commission was 
empowered to pledge such revenues, either presently received or to be received 
in the future, as security for the repayment, with interest, of any moneys 
advanced to it for any of its authorized purposes, and for the satisfaction of 
any other obligation assumed by it in connection with such loans or advances. 

Under Article XI of the 1981 compact the Commission is exempted from the 
payment of any taxes or assessments upon any property acquired or used by 
it; and the bonds or other securities or obligations issued by the Commission, 
their transfer, and the income therefrom, are free from taxation within either 
of the two States. Under article 1V of the said compact, the Commission is 
empowered to exercise the right of eminent domain. However, this power is 
qualified in article V, which provides that the Commission may not take any 
property of any political subdivision or port district of either State without 
the consent of such subdivision or district. 


SUPPLEMENTAL COMPACT CONCERNING THE DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY 


The Legislatures of New Jersey and Pennsylvania, in 1951, amended and 
supplemented the 19381 compact by changing the name of the Commission to the 
Delaware River Port Authority, extending the jurisdiction, powers, and duties 
of the Commission, removing the present Pennsylvania members thereof, and 
changing the method of their appointment. 

The jurisdictional area of the Commission is defined as the “Port district’’ 
and includes the counties of Delaware and Philadelphia in Pennsylvania and 
eight counties in New Jersey. The amendments effected in article I include 
the following three specific purposes: 

(1) The acquisition, construction, maintenance, or operation of any and all 
projects for the improvement and development of the port district for port pur- 
poses, or directly related thereto, either directly by purchase, lease, or contract, 
or by lease or agreement with any other public or private body or corporation, or 
in any other manner (subsec. (¢) ). 








mn 
au 


ot 
bi 
te 
al 
in 
be 
pl 
al 


ne 
th 


pl 
or 
be 


CO 
va 
LD 
li 


th 


of 
th 
su 


in 


su 
an 
be 


po 
of 


ar 
br 


fils 
ert 





DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY AND JOINT COMMISSION | 13 


(2) The construction, acquisition, operation, and maintenance of bridges 
and tunnels in addition to the existing Philadelphia-Camden Bridge, but such 
structures are to be “between the city of Philadelphia and the State of New Jersey” 
(subsec. (f)). 

(3) The establishment, construction, operation, maintenance, and rehabilita- 
tion of a rapid transit system for passengers, express, and mail between points 
in New Jersey within the port district and points within the city of Philadelphia. 
Existing facilities may be used for this system or new facilities constructed 
(subsec. (j)). 

In article IV there is added a new subsection (0) giving the commission the 
express power “to acquire, purchase, construct, lease, operate, maintain, and 
undertake any project, including any terminal, terminal facility, transportation 
facility, or any other facility of commerce, and to make charges for the use 
thereof.” A new concluding paragraph in article 1V sets forth as the policy and 
intent of the legislatures of the two States that the powers of the commission shall 
be so exereised that the American system of free competitive private enterprise is 
maintained and furthered and that the commission, in its reports recommending 
new projects, shall state its findings that present facilities operated by private 
enterprise which are to be supplanted or added to are not adequate 

It is provided in article XII as amended that, with two exceptions, no project 
may be commenced until the Legislatures of Pennsylvania and New Jersey 
authorize such project after a detailed report thereon has been made by the 
comission. One of the exceptions relates to any project for the establishment 
of railroad or other facilities for the transportation of passengers across any 
bridge or through any tunnel owned by the commission, including necessary ex- 
tensions within Philadelphia and Camden. (See subsec. (b) of art. I, as 
amended.) ‘The other exception relates to the rapid transit system referred to 
in subsection (j) of article I, with respect to which it is specially provided that 
before the project may be commenced a detailed report concerning the contem- 
plated project must be made to the legislatures and Governors of the two States 
and written consent of the Governors must be obtained. 

The commission is given by article XII, as amended, the express power to 
acquire the Tacony-Palmyra Bridge, but this power may be exercised only with 
the consent of the Governors of the two States. 

The jurisdiction of the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission is ex- 
pressly recognized by a provision that no bridge or tunnel shall be constructed 
or acquired by the Commission (port authority) north of the boundary line 
between Philadelphia and Bucks Counties. 

It is provided, further, that nothing in this supplemental compact shall be 
construed to limit or impair any right or power to the turnpike bodies of Pennsyl- 
vania and New Jersey to construct their systems, including a bridge across the 
Delaware River within the port district, so long as such bridge is not within 10 
miles of the existing Philadelphia-Camden Bridge. 

The supplemental compact provides that the right of eminent domain, which 
the commission already possesses, May be exercised “within the port district” 
(subsec. (k) of art. IV). To prevent municipalities from suffering from loss 
of tax revenue from property acquired by the commission, it is provided that 
the commission may pay fair and reasonable sums by way of compensation for 
such loss (art. XI). 

A new article XIII contains numerous definitions ¢ 
in the supplemental compact. 


f words and terms used 


SUPPLEMENTAL COMPACT OONCERNING THE ADDITIONAL RIVER CROSSING 


The Legislatures of New Jersey and Pennsylvania, in 1951, amended and 
supplemented the 1931 compact by inserting a new article XII-—A to authorize 
and empower the Delaware River Joint Commission, by whatever name it may 
be designated, to construct an additional bridge or tunnel south of the existing 
Philadelphia-Camden Bridge and to give the commission certain additional 
powers, including the right to acquire property owned by political subdivisions 
of either State without their prior consent. Specific financing powers and duties 
are also provided for. 

It is provided that the commission shall not construct or erect the additional 
bridge or tunnel unless and until the Governors of the two States shall have 
filed with the commission their written consents to such construction or 
erection 
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THE NEED FOR THE SUPPLEMENTAL COMPACTS 


The two supplemental compacts, one relating to the transformation of the 
Delaware River Joint Commission into a Delaware River Port Authority with 
certain increased powers and functions and the other relating to the construction 
of an additional bridge or tunnel between Philadelphia and Camden, are essen- 
tial for the proper development of the area to which the compacts relate. 

They have been authorized by the legislatures, the elected representatives of 
the people of New Jersey and Pennsylvania, and were entered into by the 
Governors of those two States. It is the expressed will of the citizens of those 
States, therefore, that the commission should be authorized to construct the 
additional river crossing and that the commission be authorized to take the 
necessary steps to promote and develop the port district as a center of commerce, 
vital to the entire country. 

The projects authorized or contemplated by the supplemental compacts have 
been the subject of careful consideration by the people and the authorities of the 
two States for many years. Amendments to the 1931 compact have been made 
necessary by force of circumstances. 

Under the 1931 compact the principal function of the Delaware River Joint 
Commission has been the maintenance of the vehicular bridge over the Dela- 
ware River between Philadelphia and Camden, the only highway bridge con- 
necting the two cities. Traffic of passenger and other motor vehicles over the 
bridge has increased already beyond its proper capacity. The need for pro- 
viding an additional river crossing between the two cities is obvious. More- 
over, the population in the nearby area, particularly in the area east of Cam- 
den in New Jersey, has increased to so great an extent that there is an urgent 
need for rapid-transit facilities into that area from Philadelphia. Furthermore, 
the need of the public for terminal and transportation facilities in the Phila- 
delphia-Camden port area must be satisfied, and it is reasonable, as an important 
step toward filling this need, to give the Commission the authority provided 
for by the compact provisions. 

Pennsylvania and New Jersey are not seeking special privileges but are seeking 
only to secure for the Philadelphia-Camden Port area rights and privileges 
similar to those enjoyed for many years by other similar port areas. The citi- 
zens of the two States have made it clear that they desire to have the port district 
developed to its fullest potentialities. In order to achieve this objective they 
are proceeding in the way provided by the interstate compact clause of the 
United States Constitution. 

Any amendments to the consent legislation which would limit, to an extent 
greater than that provided for in the compacts, the power of the commission 
to untlertake and finance the necessary projects will seriously hamper, if not 
thwart, the greatly needed development of the Philadelphia-Camden area. 
This development is essential to the national defense and to the prosperity 
of the Nation. The States directly concerned and primarily responsible are 
anxious to proceed with the development and, moreover, without financial aid 
from the Federal Government. If the two States are not enabled to accom- 
plish this objective through constitutional processes, then the only alternative 
is eventually, for the Federal Government to finance this development. Need- 
less to say, any financing and consequent supervision or control by the Fed- 
eral Government would be at the expense of all taxpayers in the Nation and 
not merely the users of all or any of the projected facilities. 

It is difficult to perceive why there should be an attempt to hinder the granting 
of congressional consent to the supplemental compacts or encumber the consent 
in such a way as to block or hamstring the development of the area by the States 
concerned. If the Congress were to sustain certain of the objections of Federal 
agencies, it is believed that this would be, in effect, a repudiation of the spirit 
of the compact clause of the Constitution. The wisdom of the founding fathers 
was never more clearly revealed than in the constitutional provision which 
recognizes that the States themselves have the power and the responsibility 
to agree among themselves to deal in their own way with interstate and regional] 
problems, without undue burden to the Nation as a whole, subject only to the 
safeguarding of the national interest by requiring the consent of the Congress to 
such agreement. The Congress, too, has shown its wisdom heretofore, in con- 
sidering interstate compacts, by keeping in mind clear distinctions between those 
interests which are truly national and those which are properly within the 
competence and jurisdiction of the States. We are confident that the Congress 
will, in the present instance, be no less disposed to recognize those distinctions 
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PRINCIPAL AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY FEDERAL AGENCIES 


Several amendments to the consent legislation have been proposed by de- 
partments or agencies of the Federal Government. Two of those amendments, 
and another in part, are not objected to because, in effect, they do not appear 
to disturb the status quo. One of them, proposed by the Treasury Department, 
would entail the insertion as a second proviso to the consent clause in section 1 
of each of the Senate bills (S. 2187, at the end of line 5, p. 2; S. 2188, at the 
end of line 8, p. 2) and would read as follows: 


ind provided, That the consent of the Congress hereby given shail not be 
onstrued to affect in any manner whatsoever the application of the internal 
revenue laws of the United States to the bonds or other securities or obligations 
issued by the commission, their transfer, and the income therefrom (including 
any profits made on the sale thereof)” 


Another amendment to which there is no objection, an amendment proposed 
by the Secretary of the Army, would be the addition of the following language 
at the end of section 2 of each of the Senate bills (S. 2187, at the end of line 
19, p. 24; S. 2188, at the end of line 21, p. 12): 


in accordance with the applicable provisions of Sec. 502 (b) of the General 
Bridge Act of 1946 and Sec. 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act 3 March. 1899 
(33 U. 8S. C. 403). 

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania does not object to the suggestion of the 
Department of Commerce that the commission should be subject, as heretofore, 
to the authority of the Secretary of the Army with respect to reasonable and 
just rates of tolls, a power vested in him since 1906 and continued by section 503 
of the General Bridge Act of 1946. However, the Commonwealth does object 
to the mere deletion, in order to accomplish this purpose, of the first seven lines 
of section 3 of each of the Senate bills (S. 2187, lines 20-25 on p. 24 and line 1 
on p. 26 except the last word “the”; S. 2188, lines 22 and 23 on p. 12 and lines 
1-5 on p. 13). It is hereby respectfully requested that, in lieu of the said first 
seven lines of section 3 of each of the Senate bills (down to and including the 
word “commission” in the seventh line), the following language be inserted 


“Src. 3. Notwithstanding any limitation on the collection of tolls as prescribed 
by section 506 of the General Bridge Act of 1946, as amended, or as prescribed by 
any Act heretofore enacted by the Congress authorizing or consenting to the 
construction or acquisition of any bridge constructed or acquired by the 
commission,” 

Still another amendment, proposed by the Department of Commerce, is hereby 
emphatically objected to because it would preclude not only the necessary rapid 
transit facilities, including terminals, but also any other commerce facilities in 
the port district. This amendment would be in the form of a proviso at the end 
of section 3 of each of the Senate bills, and, in effect, (1) would prohibit the use of 
tolls from highway bridges or highway tunnels for financing commerce facilities 
other than bridges or tunnels, and (2) would require that, as to a single project, 
tolls must cease 30 years from the date any such bridge or tunnel is con 
structed or acquired, and, as to a combined project, tolls must cease 30 years from 
the date on which the last highway bridge or tunnel combined in such project is 
completed or acquired. This amendment would restrict, in a manner which the 
national interest does not require and indeed in a manner which is not in the 
national interest, the power of the commission to undertake and finance projects 
necessary for the public welfare, health, and safety in the Philadelphia-Camden 
area It would be a serious, even insurmountable, obstacle to the only prac- 
ticable means for developing the Delaware River port district as a vitally neces- 
sary center of commerce. 


DISCUSSION 


It is understood that other witnesses who are thoroughly familiar with the 
economic and financial problems affecting the proposed development of the Phila 
delphia-Camden port area and with the projects authorized by the supplemental 
compacts are submitting detailed information with respect to those matters 

For the purposes of this brief, we shall confine ourselves to a brief discussion 
of major points and issues which have been presented by the Bureau of the Budget 
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and which take into account the factors involved in the objectionable amendment 
proposed by the Department of Commerce with respect to the consent legislation. 

The Bureau of the Budget suggests that (1) the authorization for the com- 
mission to construct bridges is an unnecessary duplication of authority already 
available pursuant to the General Act of 1946 and, therefore, might raise some 
doubt as to the applicability of that act to any bridge constructed by the com- 
mission; and (2) authority to construct and operate railroad facilities and a 
rapid transit system constitutes separate and special statutory authorization for 
establishing rail transportation facilities now authorized by the Interstate 
Commerce Commissio }. 

The Bureau also suggests that “to permit the pooling of river-crossing and 
non-river-crossing facilities and the use of toll revenues from this combination 
for the purpose of financing the construction or operation” of all port facilities 
would permit the taxing of interstate traffic to support non-river-crossing facil- 
ities “some of which would probably be primarily local in character and of benefit 
to those within a delimited area.” 

Three questions specifically stated by the Bureau, taken together with its 
comments, suggest in effect that Pennsylvania and New Jersey should make 
available to the Commission from their general tax revenues the funds necessary 
to support “such local facilities and local development,” that interstate traffic 
should not be asked to contribute to such support, and that the port development 
facilities, said by the Bureau to be largely of direct service to commercial users, 
should be supported from fees charged for their use, without subsidy from 
bridge revenues. In brief, the Bureau questions whether interstate bridge 
traffic should be compelled to contribute to the support of nonbridge facilities 
said to be primarily local in character or whether their support should come 
solely from the States involved or the users of such facilities. 

Heretofore it has been the policy of the Federal Government to recognize as 
distinct the needs arising in densely populated areas where numerous projects 
are necessary to an over-all plan or program, and no objection has been made to 
the use of continuing tolls on vehicular crossings to support and finance other 
projects; for example, the San-Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge Agency, the Port 
of New York Authority, and the Missouri-Illinois Bi-State Metropolitan Develop- 
ment Commission. Indeed, it has been apparent that the Federal Government 
has held the view, as does the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, that the Federal 
interest is protected when the Secretary of the Army has authority to prescribe 
the rates of tolls to be charged. 

Heretofore the Interstate Commerce Commission has not indicated that it 
had jurisdiction over the railroad facilities on the Philadelphia-Camden Bridge. 
The facility used has been subject to regulation by the Pennsylvania Public 
Utility- Commission with respect to the intrastate city transit company which 
operates the present spur from Eighth and Market Streets in Philadelphia to 
Broadway in Camden. It is understood that any extension of the facilities 
would not be operated by the port authority. The trackage would be leased to 
a high-speed operator which, as a common carrier, if an interstate commerce, 
would be subject to regulation by the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Due to the geographical; population, and metropolitan features applying in the 
Philadelphia-Camden port area, the crossings involved, though happening to 
eross State lines, differ in no appreciable respect from ordinary intrastate 
bridges in big cities, the tolls on which Congress leaves to local control irrespec- 
tive of the amount of interstate traffic which may be carried as an incident 
to their operation. It is worth mentioning that, according to the best available 
statistics, at least SO percent of all traflic over the Philadelphia-Camden Bridge 
is local traffic in the sense that it originates in five Pennsylvania counties and 
three New Jersey counties in the immediate area of the bridge. 

It may be worth while also to call attention to a somewhat involved statement 
in the report of the Department of Commerce on S. 2187 which (1) intimates 
that those who own private vehicles have a right to the free use of highway 
bridges and highway tunnels merely because they pay license fees on their 
vehicles and pay taxes on the gasoline consumed, and (2) states that revenues 
from such fees and taxes are usually applied to public highway construction 
and maintenance. There seems to be no point in commenting here on the state- 
ment regarding the rights of owners of private vehicles. We should like, how 
ever, to comment on the statement regarding the use of license fees and gasoline 
taxes for highway construction and maintenance. This principle, it is true, 
is rather widely applied; in many States it is the rule to earmark such revenues 
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for such purposes. We would prefer, however, not to assume that the Depart 
ment of Commerce is proposing that this be established as a rule which must 
be followed by all of the States as a matter of Federal policy, whether or not 
the Federal Government itself follows such a policy. 

So far as we are informed, the revenues which the Federal Government receives 
from gasoline (motor fuel) taxes and from other taxes which ultimately are 
paid by the purchasers and users of automobiles, tires, and various appliances, 
go into the general fund and are not earmarked for highway construction and 
maintenance. The total of such Federal taxes is reported as being approxi 
mately $2 billion annually, of which 700 to 800 millions come from gasoline taxes 
alone. The Federal Government, of course, has been expending annually a 
great deal for highway construction and maintenance, including grants-in-aid 
(on a matching basis) to the States of some $400 million for such purposes 
It can hardly be established, however, that all Federal revenues from the sources 
indicated are “usually applied to public highway construction and maintenance.” 
If all such revenues cannot be shown to return in the form of new and improved 
highways for the use of the automobile buyers and users who pay the taxes, 
directly or indirectly, it would seem to follow that some (perhaps even a large 
percentage) of such revenues may be used for purposes of an entirely different 
character, including, for example, improved waterways to enable water-borne 
traffic to be free from tolls for use of federally financed harbor projects. 

As contemplated by the supplemental compacts here under consideration, the 
facilities combined for finance purposes are at least restricted to transportation 
facilities to promote interstate commerce, facilities which, in our opinion, are 
not of such different character as to be inconsistent with efforts of the Federal 
Government to promote interstate commerce 

The proposed highly integrated program for port development is not a recent 
idea. It actually stems from the 1931 compact between Pennsylvania and New 
Jersey and there is even good reason for saying that it was contemplated by and 
provided for by the 1931 compact. It was clearly the ultimate objective of that 
compact. Observe, for example, the statement in the preamble that 

“* * * Additional transportation facilities between the two States in the 
vicinity of Philadelphia and that part of New Jersey opposite thereto will be 
required in the future for the accommodation of the public and the development 
of both States.” 

Observe also that among the purposes as set forth in article I of the 1931 
compact was the “investigation of the necessity for additional means of com 
munication between the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in the vicinity of Phila- 
delphia and the State of New Jersey opposite thereto, and between the ports of 
Philadelphia and Camden and the sea, and making of such studies, surveys and 
cost of any such additional means of communication, whether the same be by 
bridge, tunnel, canal, or otherwise.” 

Moreover, article XII of the 1981 compact clearly contemplated that the con 
mission needed only specific authorization from the legislatures of the two 
States in order to undertake any such additional project It is there provided 
that the commission shall submit its report, after investigation and study, with 
respect to any new project and that “it shall not be within the power of the 
commission to construct, erect or otherwise acquire any facility or project, except 
those described in article one, subdivision (b) hereof unless and until legis 
latures of both States shall have authorized the commission to proceed with the 
project outlined in its special report thereon.” [Emphasis supplied. ] 

The supplementary compact consented to in S. 2187, therefore, spells out and 
removes any possible question with respect to the grant of powers to the com 
mission to accomplish the avowed purposes of the 1931 compact. Furthermore, 
it takes into account any possible encroachment upon private enterprise by 
requiring the commission, in its report recommending new projects, to state its 
findings that present facilities operated by private enterprise which are to be 
supplanted or added to are not adequate. 

Congress has consistently approved the efforts of the States to help themselves, 
especially where, as in this instance, no Federal funds are involved. Both the 
Congress and the United States Supreme Court have consistently encouraged 
and upheld the exercise of the sovereign powers of the States to solve regional 
problems by the interstate compact device as specifically provided for in article 
I, section 10, clause 3, of the United States Constitutjon Only 1 vear ago the 
United States Supreme Court, in a unanimous decision (West Virginia ex rel. 
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Dyer et al. v. Sims, State Auditor (341 U.S. 22), decided April 9, 1951), reaffirmed 
the supremacy of the compact clause of the Constitution, recognizing the sovereign 
status of each of the States and its power to enter into agreements with other 
States to resolve their common problems, subject only to congressional consent 
to safeguard the national interest. 

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is convinced that the best interests of 
the Nation as well as the needs of the Philadelphia-Camden port area will be 
served by the giving of consent to the compacts here under consideration and 
strongly urges approval of the consent legislation without crippling 
amendments. 

Respectfully submitted. 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 

M. VASHTI Burr, Deputy Attorney General. 
Rosert BE. Woopsipe, Attorney General. 
JOHN S. FINE, Governor. 





